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Also, petition of Cigar Makers’ Joint Unions of Greater New
York, for enactment of House bill 17253; to the Committee on
Ways and Means.

By Mr. TOWNER: Petition of citizens of Creston, Union
County, Iowa, favoring the passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard
ix;terstate liguor shipment bill; to the Committee on the Judi-
ciary.

By Mr. YOUNG of Texas: Petition of Lark M. Ward and
other citizens of Van Zandt, Tex., for parcel-post legislation; to
the Committee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of W, W. Perdue and other citizens of Upshur
County, Tex., in favor of old-age pensions; to the Committee on
Pensions.

SENATE.
Froay, March 29, 1912.
(Continuation of legislative day of Thursday, March 28, 1912.)

The Senate met, after the expiration of the recess, at 1
o’clock and 45 minutes p. m.

MESSAGE FROM THE HOUSE.

A message from the House of Representatives, by D. K.
Hempstead, its enrolling clerk, announced that the House had
passed the following bills, in which it requested the concurrence
of the Senate:

H. Il. 18849, An act for the relief of the Winnebago Indians
of Nebraska and Wisconsin;

H. R. 19212 An act makmg appropriations for the Diplo-
matic and Consular Service for the fiscal year ending June
80, 1913; and
. H. R. 20842, An act to provide for a tax upon white phos-
phorus matches and for other purposes.

ENROLLED BILLS ANRD JOINT RESOLUTIONS SBIGNED.

. The message also announced that the Speaker of the House
had signed the following enrolled bill and joint resolutions, and
they were thereupon gigned by the Vice President:

S. 3686. An act anthorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
permit the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Coal Co. and the Eastern
Coal & Mining Co. to exchange certain lands embraced within
their existing coal leases in the Choctaw and Chickasaw Na-
tions for other lands within said nations;

H. J.Res. 232. Joint resolution extending the operations of the
act for the control and regulation of the waters of Niagara
River and for the preservation of Niagara Falls, and for other
purposes; and

H. J. Res. 263, Joint resolution to authorize allotments to
Indians of the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation, N. Dak., of
lands valuable for coal.

BERYICE PENSIONS.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will announce the
pending business, House bill No. 1.

The Senate, as in Committee of the Whole, resumed the con-
sideration of the bill (H. R. 1) granting service pensions to
Kfru;in defined veterans of the Civil War and the War with

exico.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The pending question is on agree-
ing to the amendment of the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. GarLinger] to the amendment of the committee.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, I suggest the absence of a

quorum.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Utah suggests
the absence of a quorum. The Secretary will call the roll.
The Secretary called the roll, and the following Senators
answered to their names:

RBacon Cullom Lo‘qfe Richard
Borah Cummins Lorimer Roo o
Bourne Curtis McCumber Sh[vely
Brandegee Dillingham Martine, N, J. Simmons
Br du Pont Myers Smith, Ga.
Bristow Fletcher Nixon Smith, 8. C.
Brown Gamble O’'Gorman Bmoot
Bryan Gardner Oliver Btephenson
Burnham Gronna Overman Sutherland
Burton Heyburn Page Thornton
Chamberlain Johnson, Me. Penrose Townsend
Chilton Johnston, Ala. rey Warren
Clap| g Jones Perking Watson
Clark, Wyo. Kenyon Poindexter Wetmore
Crane Kern Pomerene Williams
Crawford Lea Rayner Works

Mr. BURNHAM. The senior Senator from New Hampshlre
[Mr. GarrixgEr] is unavoidably absent.

Mr. LEA. The senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. TA!'LOB]
is detained from the Chamber by serious illness.

GPO

The VICE PRESIDENT. Sixty-four Senators have answered
to the roll call. A quorum of the Senate is present.

Mr, SHIVELY. Mr. President, there have been various posi-
tions assumed in the Senate on the guestion of general pension
legislation. One is that there should be no further supplement
to the general pension laws. Another is in favor of a measure
that confessedly temporizes with the situation and leaves the
question open to further agitation and subsequent action. An-
other is that in favor of a measure that meets the reasonable
expectations of the surviving veterans, removes in great part
the pressure for special legislation, and places the subject of
general expenditure for pensions on account of the Civil War
in process of final settlement. The second position is illustrated
by the Smoot substitute for the Sherwood bill, and the last
named is exhibited by the Sherwood bill, as it passed the House
and is supported by a minority of the Committee on Pensions
of the Benate.

At the outset of this debate we are confronted with compara-
tive statistics of the cost of pensions as between European
countries and our own. These do not impress me. The theory
of our Government and the spirit of our institutions attach dif-
ferent conseguences to war in the matter of pensions than do
those of the Old World. Whatever progress has been made, the
theory still lingers in the average European Government that
the people were made for the government rather than the gov-
ernment being made for the people. The rank and file of sol-
diers in the majority of European countries are still regarded
as the raw material of kingly glory and dynastic power. Recog-
nition still goes to heriditary rank or other favorites of power
rather than to individual merit. The present Lord Nelson, of
England, now over 00 years of age, draws an annual pension of
$25,000 on account of services rendered by his grandmother’s
brother at the battle of Copenhagen, and enjoys, besides, an
estate granted to his ancestor under George I1II, which was at
that time valued at $450,000.

The men who baptized this Republic into the family of nations
withdrew sovereignty from kings and nobles and reposed it in
the people. The old relations of men to government were here
changed. The individual citizen became the unit of political
and civil power. With the rights of eitizenship came the duties
and obligations of citizenship. These duties and obligations
extend equally to all on the theory that all are equal under the
law and have equal stake in government, When, in response to
these obligations, the citizen in time of stress and storm bares
his breast to danger under the standard of the law, the obliga-
tions of his fellow citizens are not canceled by his sacrifices,
Here either none or all are kings and nobles, and no true prin-
ciple of patriotism requires the soldier to be content with merely
harvesting the hardships of war, however long he may postpone
his rightful claim on the gratitude of his country.

Moreover, even in Europe the entire story of pensions is not
disclosed by the European pension lists. The TLord Nelson
pension is a charge on the civil list. In Germany, where the
Government owns and operates the railroads, will be found vet-
eran soldiers in numerous positions the duoties of which are
merely nominal; widows of deceased soldiers will be seen along
the line near their little gardens, and incidentally rendering
some service. The names of these soldiers and soldiers’ widows
are borne on the civil roll of the Government, and the allowances
to them do not appear in the expenditures for pensions. In
many other European counfries more or less substantial allow-
ances are made in recognition of military service, the accounts
of which are submerged in the records of disbursements in the
civil service.

Those who dwell on the magnitude of present and proposed
pension expenditure on account of the Civil War should not for-
get that it was an enormous war and entailed correspondingly
enormous consequences. The length of time it lasted, the area
of territory over which it extended, the number of troops en-
gaged, and the loss of life and treasure attending it are familiar
history which there is here no occasion to repeat. But there
were certain features of that struggle so exceptional in character
and which so well illustrate the mettle and spirit of the American
soldier from whatever section of the country he comes that,
however familiar, I venture to recall. In the long series of
great battles contested, the casualties attending certain regi-
ments engaged, and the incomparable valor exhibited on both
sides, that war has no parallel in history since the invention of
gunpowder. Neither side had the easy and inglorious task of
confronting weaklings or cowards.

Alfred Tennyson emblazoned in his well-known heroic verse
and sent around the world the story of the glory of the Light
Brigade in its charge at Balaklava, in which it Jost in killed
and wounded 36.7 per cent of the officers and men engaged in
the charge. At Gettysburg the First Minnesota Regiment lost

.
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82 per cent, and at Antietam the First Texas lost 82.3 per cent.
At Gettysburg the One hundred and forty-first Pennsylvania lost
75.7 per cent, and at Manassas the Twenty-first Georgia lost 76
per cent. Here were two Federal and two Confederate regl-
ments, each of which in a single battle lost more than twice as
large a percentage of those engaged as did the memorable
Six Hundred at Balaklava. The Nineteenth Indiana, at Ma-
nassas, lost 61.2 per cent, the Fifteenth Indiana at Missionary
Ridge lost 59.5 per cent, and the Fourteenth Indiana at An-
tietam 56.2 per cent. Each of 63 Federal and 70 Confederate
regiments lost in single-battle over 40 per cent, and each of over
180 regiments of both armies sustained in single battle a larger
percentage of loss than did the Light Brigade. A larger number
of American soldiers of the Civil War, blue and gray, lie buried
in the soil of the State of Virginia than England has lost
Englishmen in all her wars in the last 100 years. Yhen all
other memories of that great struggle shall fade into oblivion,
the story of the iron courage, the steadfast heroism, the intrepid
daring. the deathless fortitude, the unfaltering capacity to do or
die of the American soldier will remain the common heritage of
a free people and a cherished pledge to the security of a united
country.

Now, Mr. President, the Sherwood bill embodies the principle
of a pension on the ground of meritorious military service in
time of actual war, There is nothing new or startling in the
policy that recognizes military service in actual war on the
ground of that service by grants from the public funds or from
other forms of public property. George Washington' recelved
2,6663 ncres of land on military warrant No. 135 and 1,000
acres on military warrant No. 137 in consideration of his serv-
ice of three years as lientenant of the Virginia Line. These
grants were from lands reserved aud set apart by the Commion-
wealth of Virginia on the Ohlo River for the officers and pri-
vate soldiers of the Virginia continental line. Congress granted
to Gen. Lafayette 11,520 acres of land in consideration of his
military service, then granted him 36 square miles more and
authorized him to make his own locations, and then voted him
$200,000 in gold. In 1839 Janette Taylor, as devisee of John
Paul Jones, received military warrant No. 8725 for 600 acres
of land in consideration of the latter's service as captain in
the Continental Navy. Of course, Washington had declined
all eompensation as Commander in Chief of the Continental
Armies, and no one pretends that the grants subsequently made
were equivalents for his military service. The country will
remain both his pecuniary and moral debtor during all the
years to come. Lafayette had made financial advances and
other sacrifices, in addition to his personal military assistance,
and the value of the heroic service of John Paul Jones was
hardly possible of computation. Nor will anyone pretend that
the value of the service of even the humblest private in the
wars of the Republic is to be measured by the monthly stipend
hie received.

Winfield Scott, in 1852, applied for and received 160 acres of
land on warrant No. 16120 in consideration of his military serv-
ice in the War of 1812, Abraham Lincoln, in 1852, applied for
40 acres of land and received the same on bounty-land warrant
No: 52076, and in 1855 applied the second time and received
120 acres ndditional on warrant No. 68645, both grants being in
consideration of his service as a captain of Illinois Militia in
the Black Hawk War, the length of actual service in which war
he fixed in his applications at about 40 days. In 1850 Ulysses
S. Grant applied for land and received warrant No, 3514 for
160 acres on account of his service as second lieutenant and
quartermaster in the Fourth United States Infantry in the War
with Mexico. In 1854 Robert H. Lee applied for land and re-
ceived warrant No, 26040 for 160 acres on account of his serv-
ice as captain in the Corps of Engineers, United States Army,
in the War with Mexico. Philip H. Sheridan, Admiral Farra-
gut, Winfield Scott Hancock, Stonewall Jackson, William Te-
cumseh Sherman, and thousands of other officers and tens of
thousands of private soldiers became applicants for and bene-
ficiaries of grants from the public lands on account of military
service In the wars prior to 1860. A total of 68,791,550 acres of
land was granted under the general law alone in recognition of
honorable military service rendered prior to the Civil War, to
say nothing of the grants by special acts of Congress for like
service.

These grants. Mr. President. were not made on account of
wounds received in battle, nor because of disease contracted in
the service, nor because of the exigencies of hard fortune in
subsequent ecivil life or the helplessness of old age. The great
majority of these grantees were then in the prime and strength
and vigor of -young manheod. The grants to them were made
on the naked fact of honorable milifary service in time of war.
However great or small, these grants were testimonials from a

grateful people to men who faced danger in the service of their
country. This demonsfration of gratitude came soon after the
gervice was rendered and in that ungrudging way that made
the patent to the land a badge of honor to the soldier who
received it.

We are now 50 years away from the early years of the Civil
War. Fifty years away from the enlistment, the separation
from the opportunities of civil life, the farewell to family,
home, and friends, the weary march, the fever-stricken camp,
the dismal prison, the sullen roar and black smoke of the
ensanguined battle field. It may be easy at this distance to
think and speak lightly of the hardships of those times. But
the long span of intervening years means that thé youngest
survivors of that army of the Union are old men now. At the
close of the struggle the survivors of it returned to their homes
to pick up the broken threads of civil life and retrieve their
lost places in the occupations of peace. As a rule, they were
men of modest or no private fortune. The country was under
a heavy burden of debt and taxation. The southern portion
was under the desolations of a long war, which was followed
by the deadly blight of merciless carpetbag misgovernment, even
more paralyzing and disheartening than war itself. The rec-
ords of the Government for those succeeding years show that
the surviving veterans realized the situation and were not
swift in the days of their youth and vigor to make drafts on
the gratitude and justice of their country.

Whatever bounty-land warrants were issued to the survivors
of other wars, no such warrants were issued to them. In
December, 1861, fvhile many of these men were in the field,
Congress defeated the bill presented by Holman, of Indiana, to
extend the provisions of the bounty-land act then applying to
the soldiers of former wars to the Union soldiers of the Civil
War and their orphan children. The pretense given for the
defeat of the bill was that monopoly of the land would result
from speculators gathering ap the warrants. Yet Congress
immediately proceeded to transfer without price the choicest
parts of the public domain over to private corporations.
Within 10 years from the defeat of that bill Congress turned
over fo the States for railroad corporations 17,775,624 acres
and to railroad corporations direct 163,643,944 acres, or a
total area of land more than seven times the size of the State
of Indiana and more than four times as large as all the New
England States combined. At the end of that period Congress
again defeated the Holman bill on the ground that not suffi-
cient suitable public lands were left to supply the surviving
veterans. These veterans of the Civil War and their orphan
children were denied grants from the public lands at first lest
they should fool them away and denied them at last because {he
Iands left were tco dry to farm or too steep to cliwab!

There is some contention as to the cost of the proposed legis-
lation. The Bureau of Pensions submits one estimate; the
author of the Sherwood bill submits another. Neither purports
to be based on conclusive data. Whether the Sherwood bill or
the Smoot amendment be finally adopted, precise information
as to the exact length of service of each soldier under all en-
listments will be necessary to the administration of the law.
This information is all at the command and within the posses-
sion of the Bureau of Pensions and the Department of War,
and only requires assembling to be available. It should be in
form for use here now. While question may be made as to the
method by which the author of the Sherwood bill arrives at
the amount of the average pension allowable under its provi-
sions, he reenforces his contention that the estimate by the
Bureau of Pensions of the general cost of the proposed legisla-
tion is excessive by a wvast array of statistical information
drawn from the records of the War Department and the gu-
thentic archives of many States sending troops into the field.
But whether the bureau’s estimate be too high or the Sherwood
estimate too low, the difference in cost can not be conclusive as
to whether reasonable recognition of meritorious service and re-
lief to the veteran in the low evening of his life shall be granted.

It is neither generous nor just to answer the meritorions vet-
eran by confronting him with the specter of bonds. The ex-
penditures of this Government have risen to over $1.000,000.000
per year. No great part of this increase is ascribable to pen-
sions. For years there has been a decrease in the annual ap-
propriations for this purpose. Despite the large accessions to
the pension roll because of the War with Spain, the annual ap-
propriation for pensions under existing law as prepared for this
year carries over $5,000.000 less than that of last year and
nearly $10,000,000 less than for the year 1909, and there are
fewer pensioners on the roll now than at any time sinece 1862

Congress has within the past few years created hundreds of
thousands of additions to the eivil pay rolls of the Government.
New departments, new bureaus, new commissions have been
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established. The Government promptly issued canal bonds. It
guaranteed millions of dollars’ worth of irrigation bonds. It
became virtual guarantor of the reconstruction or refunding
bonds of Santo Domingo, and projects are pending to extend the
same policy to other countries south of us. There has been no
parsimony with the public credit as to these things. It is rather
late now to conjure anew with the patriotism of the old soldier
by threats of insolvent Federal revenue. 3

Besides, the veteran has the right to look through and beyond
mere names and forms to the substance of things. From
bounties out of the public domain to private corporations in
which they were interested, the Stanfords, the Crockers, the
Huntingtons, and other like beneficiaries of Government favor,
gathered splendid private fortunes. Assisted by a pension to
his industry out of the taxing power of the Federal Govern-
ment, another citizen walked off with a fortune of $400,000,000,
and boasts that within the same time over 40 of his associates
became more than millionaires. These are but types among
thousands where the special favor of Government contributed
to produce private fortunes and incoines on them so stupendous
as to bewilder the imagination that would comprehend theiy
magnitude.

These grants from public property and Federal power were
not for wounds received in battle, nor for disease contracted
in line of military duty, nor for service rendered in time of
danger. None the less, the fortunes derived from them, in com-
mon with all others, are locked away in the mortmain of vested
rights. They are secure in that scheme of laws, usages, duties,
and responsibilities which constitute social order, and to which
the blood of the soldier is the last unfailing pledge. TUnder
our system of indirect Federal taxation the burdens of gov-
ernment are cast on consumption rather than oif property.
They fall in heavy proportion on want and in slender propor-
tion on wealth.. The prineciple relatively relieves the citizen
from the burdens of his Federal Government in proportion
as his stake In government increases, and exempts him from
the relative weight of taxation in the ratio of his ability to pay.
I'rom our experience in recent years, I would certainly not
make pensipns to deserving veterans dependent on the vicissi-
tudes of income-tax legislation. But in view of the ungrudged
service he offered and rendered to his Government, the old sol-
dier has the right to be exempt from ecriticisms on his patriotism
and self-respect from those classes of society whose princely
affluence is due in large part to the affirmative and negative
partiality of that Government. The vivid contrast leaves no
excuse in these guarters for hysterical fear lest pension legis-
Jation should invelve drafts on the Federal revenue or public
credit,

But those especially favored citizens who are prone to un-
derestimate the value of the institutions under which oppor-
tunity eame to them sghould possess their souls in patience. In
the last fiscal year death took nearly 53,000 pensioners of all
kinds from the rolls. The surviving veterans of the Civil War
are all near the sunset of life. The infirmities of age and, in
many cases, the hardships of destitution ars upon them. Be-
tween the year 1901 and the end of the last fiscal year 205,903,
or nearly 206 regiments, of the veterans of the Civil War bade
good-by to this world. In the last fiscal year 32,731 joined
their comrades on the other sida. Since the Sherwood Dbill
passed the House and came to the Senate nearly 10,000 have
answered the roll call on the efernal camping ground. At the
recent death rate, while the clock in this Chamber ticks off
the next 24 hours, 100 more of that rapidly thinning line will
have gathered “ under the trees yonder.”

As batween the Sherwood bill and the 8moot substitute re-
ported for it I support.the Sherwood bill, both on principle and
policy. There argd%. 00 private pension bills pending in the
Committees on {-f»*Fns of the House. There are thousands
more pending in Jie Senate. The Sherwood bill will provide
for the vast proportion of meritorious cases among these bills
and arrest the tide of special legiglation. The Smoot substitute
does not meet the reasonable expectations of the soldier. It
settles no question. It forecloses no issue. It will have but
little influence on the tide of special legislation. It leaves gen-
eral legislation in an unsettled condition. It postpones the whole
question to future agitation. The Sherwood bill avoids these
contingencies, meets the reasonable demands of the situation,
and merits the support of the Senate,

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. President, I quite agree with the dis-
tinguished and universally respected Senator from Louisiana
[Mr. TrorxToN] in his statement that much that is advocated
in behalf of the old soldier is political in its nature and is done
for political effect. I can, with equal assurance, state that much
other legislation is advocated now and then for the same pur-
pose. The old soldier has been the ball with which peliticians

have played the game of football for many years, and he knows
it quite as well as anybody else.

I do net wish to be understood as saying that the Federal
Government has not dealt liberally with its soldiers. I do wish
to go on record, however, as saying that I do not believe they
have been treated too liberally. I am forced to the conviction
that the pension appropriation bill is one of the wisest and most
important, gauged by any governmental standard, that Con-
gress passes. In the very nature of things no general pension
law can be enacted which will deal absolutely justly with all
soldiers who may become beneficiaries under it; but it becomes
necessary for the Congress in passing general laws to make
them as nearly satisfactory to all as possible.

I have said that some Congressmen have played the game of
politics too much with the old soldier; and the time is now here,
as it seems to me, when we must do something. This is the
day and the oceasion. It is very doubtful if any one Senator
is going to have his way exactly in the matter of pension legis-
lation. Whatever law is enacted will be different from the
one he would pass if he had unlimited power. DBut there is now
before the Senate a measure which has been passed by the
House of Representatives. Some charges have been made to the
effect that it was never intended that this bill should become a
law, and that the Senaie would change it when it came here,
and report some other kind of a measure. Whether that be so
or not, I do not know or ecare. The fact is, the Sherwood bill
has passed the House, and it is now before the Senate for its
consideration ; and if the Senate should pass it, there would be
no question as to its becoming a law.

That bill I favor, because it carries larger benefits to the
soldier than any other of the bills before the Congress, and I am
anxious for immediate benefits. I like the principle of the so-
called Smoot bill or the Burnham bill better than I do the
principle of the bill that has passed the House. If the indi-
vidual pensions granted in these other bills were as great in
proportion as are those carried in the Sherwood bill, T should
gladly support them, because they recognize the double standard
of service and disability, and I use the term ‘ disability " as
synonymous with age in this respect.

I do not sympathize, however, with any Senator who says that
if he can not have the Sherwood bill he does not want any bill.
Nor do I believe the soldiers generally throughout the country
are favorable to that proposition. Even the measure which
carries the smallest amount, the Smoot amendment, enlarges
the benefits of the eoldiers included under it by $24,000,000
annually, That means that the soldiers who receive the benefit
of the bill will on the average have an increase under it of
something over 20 per cent of what they are now receiving.
The Burnham bill enlarges the benefits by $30,000,000, or about
one-fourth more than the same class of men are now receiving.
Therefore, I say it seems to me that gentlemen are speaking
without the record when they say that the soldiers of this
country would prefer no legislation at all at this time if they
can not have the Sherwood Dbill

As I understand it, the parliamentary situation is such that
we can not vote on the Sherwood bill until all the amendments
have been disposed of. Supposing it shall so happen that -we
who are in favor of legislation at this session shall vote down
the amendments, and then the guestion arises on the original
Sherwood bill and that bill is voted down; in that case we will
have absolutely no legislation at this session of Congress.

I think I am not revealing improperly any secrets when I say
that a careful canvass of the Senate shows that we have not
enough votes to pass the Sherwood bill. T wish it were possible
to get a vote on that bill first. But inasmueh as it is not, if I
have the opportunity, I am going to vote for the Burnham bill,
as that carries $30,000,000 more than the soldiers are now
recelving. Then, if that fails, I shall vote for the Smoot
amendment, because I am certain that any other course, if I
were to follow if, would result in my voting for no legislation
in the interest of the old soldier at this session of Congress.
I do not wish to be a party, knowingly or unknowingly, to a
longer delay of relief to the survivors of the Union Army in
the Civil War.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michigan
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. TOWNSEND. I yield.

Mr. KENYON. I was called out and came in just as the
Senator was making his statement as to the Sherwood bill. Is
it the statement of the Senator that a poll of the Senate shows
that there are not enough votes to pass the Sherwood bill?

Mr. TOWNSEND. That is what I have been:informed by
a Senator who is in favor of the bill, and who has made a
canvass of the Senate. -
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Mr., KENYON. The Senator has not made that canvass There is another thing that has attracted my attention that
himself? looks to me as furnishing a' very promising means of economy,

Mr. TOWNSEND. I have not. 2

It has been stated on this floor, Mr. President, that the old
soldiers whom we seek to benefit under this bill are dying at
the rate of 100 a day. Thoufands of them have passed away
since this measure came before the Congress. I have been
obliged several times to announce the death of old soldiers for
whom I have introduced special bills and which bills had been
reported favorably by the Pension Committee. Action, however,
could not be secured upon these bills before the soldiers died.
I repeat that what we do we ought to do now, because if we
pass one of these measures to-day it probably will be a week or
10 days before it can be enacted into law, and in the meanwhile
a thousand more will have gone to their great reward.

Another thing I wish to speak about is this: I have in mind
the thought that the House has passed the Sherwood bill, and
whatever bill we pass here will be the minimum which the con-
ference committee ean consider; and the presumption is that
the measure ultimately enacted will be somewhere between this
minimum and that maximum. Therefore, a much larger benefit
than that now enjoyed is to be extended to the old soldier by
the passage of any bill.

I believe I am as much in favor of strict economy in the con-
duct of the Government's business as any Senator here. I have
been very much interested in the suggestions which Senators
have made as to what we can do to secure the money to meet
the extra demands which any pension legislation may impose
upon the Government. I have been on record for some time as
being in favor of a careful revision of the system we have of
granting appropriations for public buildings.

I have said time and again, in the House and elsewhere,
that I believe it is bad economy for the Government to engage
in the-general business of building post offices all over the
country in places where there is no actual demand for them.
It is a notorious fact, in the first place, that almost every build-
ing we put up costs the Government much more than it would
cost an individual to do the same work. I have had the ex-
perience in my own district, when I was a Member of the lower
House, of finding that some post-office building was too small
and Inadequate for the needs of the office, and new quarters
were required; and whenever it was discovered that such a
condition existed, and the wanfs of the Government were
shown, private ecapital in the place put up a building that an-
swered the needs of the Government.

So far as post offices are concerned, the Government can well
afford to make its plans and specifications and offer them to
the community, with the proposition that if it can get the quar-
ters it needs it will rent the building for a term of years. The
rent paid by the Government would scarcely exceed the interest
on the Government investment if it had erected the building.
The Government would save millions of dollars under this
rental system. It might possibly interfere with the Member's
influence in the community. But I submit, Mr. President, that
these Government post-office buildings are about the worst
assets any Congressman can have. If he gets a building in one
place, it creates jealousy in another place. Different communi-
ties demand the building; and even when you have had an ap-
propriation made for the building, you have to have a quarrel
over the site; and the Representative or the Senator frequently
comes out second best in such a contest. v

In places where we have need for something besides the post-
coffice accommodations, in our large cities where we have other
Federnl ofiices, and especially in the city of Washington. of
course it is most desirable that the Government should own its
buildings. But post-office buildings where not needed should
not be built, and the money go saved would meet the most, if
not all, of the cost of the pensions carried by any bill that is
now before the Congress. It is gratifying to an American to see
the flag floating ‘over a Government building in his home city,
but that same flag would float over as good a building built by
private enterprise, and the money saved would furnish suffi-
cient means fo care for those men who made it possible for that
flag to float over any building.

There is another economy that we might practice, and that is
the one suggested by the President of the United States through
his Economy Commission. It would be rather unpopular, be-
cause that of itself tends to subtract from Senators and Repre-
sentatives some of the patronage which they might otherwise
have; but we can economize if we wish, and that without in-
juring any departmeni or service of the Government. Not

through cheeseparing imethods affecting little things, but in a
large way we can recoup the drain upon the Treasury which
any pension legislation at this time may cause.

and that is the printing bill, which has been presented to the
Senate by the Committee on Printing. I am not saying that
I indorse its every provision, because I am not familiar with
it in detail; but there are many provisions in it which appeal
to me very strongly, and through their adoption we can save
much money, and then we can spend it in this broad, patriotic
way. I approve the pension bill, not alone because of its effect
upon the old soldiers who need the appropriation, but I look
upon it as a wise Government policy, understanding as I do
that it is an incentive to patriotism. If we should have a war
in the future, we can depend, as we have depended in the past,
upon the volunfeer soldier; and every boy and every girl shonld
be brought up in this country with a sure knowledge that this
country is grateful to its defenders.

I do not say that men enlist or always would enlist for what
they could get out of such service. I know that is not true. I
do know that many men enlisted and will hereafter enlist be-
cause they felt and will feel that it was and is their duty fo do
s0. I want to encourage that spirit.

We should have an opportunity to vote for the Sherwood bill
in order that the Senate may express its views on that par-
ticnlar measure without thereby absolutely shutting out all
pension legislation at this session of Congress. That being
impossible, as I am told it is, then I want if possible to vote
for the Burnham bill, which earries $30,000,000. We ean vote
on that, and if it fails then I am going to vote for the next
best bill. -

Believing as I do that the soldiers of Michigan and of the
United States are in favor of pension legislation at this time,
and that the smallest proposition increases their benefits by
more than 20 per cent of what they are receiving now, I think
it would be very unwise and very unpatriotic if with our eyes
open we proceed to destroy all possibility of any legislation at
the present session of Congress.

The MeCumber bill is right in prineiple, and if we can amend
it so as to enlarge the benefits it will be satisfactory to old
soldiers. I feel sure we are going to do this, and let us do
now, and not postpone a duty which has been delayed already
too long,

Mr. HEYBURN obtained the floor.

Mr. BURNHAM. I should like to say a word at this time.
Shhlr. HEYBURN. I yield to the Senator from New Hamp-

ire.

Mr. BURNHAM. I.desire to say that the amendment I have
offered I desire to submit after the bill goes into the Senate
and not at this time, in Committee of the Whole. Whatever
action may be taken I desire fo have taken on the amendment
in the Senate, and when that stage is reached I intend to
explain the nature of the amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. Curris in the chair).
There is, however, an amendment pending, the amendment
offered by the senior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GAL-
LINGER] to the ecommittee amendment,

Mr. CUMMINS. I ask that the amendment offered by the
senior Senator from New Hampshire may be read.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without objection, the Secre-
tary will read the amendment offered by the senior Senator
from New Hampshire.

The Secrerary. Strike out section 3 of the committee sub-
stitute and insert as section 3:

That no pension attorney, claim agent, or other person shall be
entitled to receive any compensation for services rendered in presenting
any claim to the Burean of Pensions, or securing any pension under
this act, except in applications for original pensions by persons who
have not heretofore received a pension.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr, President, in order that we may act
wisely in dealing with pensions we should have a correct
knowledge of the function that a pension is intended to per-
form. We are not paying back wages or compensation to
soldiers when we grant pensions. Not only the presumption
but the fact is that the Government discharged its liability
to the enlisted soldier, and we are not now dealing with any
deficit arising against the Government. Much discussion has
proceeded here and elsewhere apparently to me upon the as-
sumption that we were going to compensate the old soldier for
some service that he rendered for which he has not been com-
pensated. That would not be a pension. That would be the
payment of something that was due by virtue of the contract
of enlistment.

Mr. President, neither this bill nor, in fact, any of these bills
make any provision for men who enlisted for 30 days. The
first great shock of war was met by those men. They are the
men whose patriotism was most prompt and not lacking in
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efficiency. A full proportion of those men rested in their
graves at the end of their service as compared with those who
served for any other term. Their patriotlsm was as pro-
nounced and their service as great as that of those who enlisted
for a longer term or served for a longer term. The man who
lost his life during the first three months, who responded to
the call of the President for soldiers to serve three months,
under a misapprehension as to the gravity of the situation,
rests in as honored a grave and has to his record as honorable
a Bell;vlce as the man who served four years with the same
result.

I do not know why they should be left out, except on the
basis that we are paying men for their services at so much a
day and paying them over again, The man who risked his life
in that first shock of the controversy risked it as much under
an enlistment of three months as the man whose enlistment was
for a longer term; and if you are going to deal with this as a
matter of principle rather than as a matter of settling back ac-
counts, I think it was a mistake to omit these men. I knew
some of them who rest in their graves, in which they have laid
during that first three months’' service. I have clear in my
recollection, as have other men whose memory runs back to
that period, men who went out for three months and gave their
lives or gave their prospects in life for their country in quick
response,

Mr. President, the three months’ soldier who received his
wounds or whose health was broken in that three months differs
only from the soldier of longer service in that he has been suf-
fering longer. He has been carrying his wound longer. His
family has suffered whatever resulted from his service or his
wounds that much longer. Why should they be omitted from
this bill? We were prouder of those men when they went out,
if it were possible, than we were of the men who went when
the story was older and when the glories of war had crystal-
lized into a more definite shape.

When we remember the enthusiasm and the pride that ac-
companied those first troops to the front, untrained by experi-
ence or precept or example in the art of the soldier, but who
said to the country, * Take me, awkward as I am, unused as I
am to the performance of such duties; take my life or what-
ever part of it may result from the taking of me,” is it right
to omit them from the list of those who shall be cared for in
their old age because they were patriots? I would not care to
be called upon to decide between the claim of patriotism on
the part of the man who made the first quick sacrifice and the
man who made it in later years.

So I object to that feature of all of these measures, because
I look upon this question from a standpoint entirely different
from the prineciple which seems to underlie the measures. If we
were going simply to pay additional compensation to the men
who served in the Army, then of course we would take them
up according to the quantity of service, perhaps the quality of
service, perhaps distinguished between the men who while en-
listed in the Army served in the commissary department or on
detached duty. But soch is not the spirit of this legislation. I
think it ought not to be the spirit of any legislation, because
those men were subject to the call to active service, and it is
the intent with which a man said “ Take my life, my country,”
that we are recognizing to-day.

We are here to deal with service pensions. That should not
mean length of service, it should not mean kind of service, but
it should mean the service offered by the individual.

Why should we deal with it at all? Because the man who
did this for his country is no longer able to support himself in
even moderate comfort, because the man who did this offered
not only his life but the opportunities of life. He sacrificed
the opportunity that comes to every young man to engage in
productive enterprise or industry, and by so doing to provide a
competence for himself in his old age.

Men were wounded in more ways than one. There was the
physical wound that shattered the arm or tore the breast.
There wag the wound to the health that sapped the life of the
man in after years. There was the wound to the character,
gsome resisting, others unable to resist. The young men who
went out from the university classes, the young men who went
out from all walks of life, subjected to the temptations and the
unusual conditions surrounding the soldier’s life, yielded some,
resisted some. The one who yielded brought home his invisible
wounds to character, which left him unable to cope in the field in
which men strive in business; it left him helpless in the great
fleld of opportunity. Who can tell what would have been the
social or business position to-day of the old, crippled inmate of
a soldiers’ home who hobbles along the street in poverty had
he remained home during those four years in a position to take
advantage of the opportunities of life, the very period during

which men lay the foundation for whatever is to constitute their
life? Who can tell? He might have been high up among the
men of achievement, and it is as fair to presume that he would.

Realize for a moment that these were not men tried out in
the struggle of life with characters firm and set. The average
age of the soldier of the Union Army was less than 20 years.
The armies of the world have been formed by boys, history
tells you. There is no period in the life of a man so valuable
to him and to the country as the period between 18 and 22. I
know many men who left their classes in school, who left the
workshops in which they were learning-a trade, who left the
field of opportunity, to go into that great Army. I say I know
them, and I have had occasion to observe them, and we all
know them. Many of them never came back, and left unpro-
vided for and uneducated children of their early and eavliest ex-
perience of life; left young wives and young children to meet the
struggle of life; substituted in those lives poverty for comfort,
accomplishment for defeat. Then, those that came back came
back scarred with the wounds of a soldier's life; scarred with
wounds to the character, wounds to the body, but the greatest
wound of all for them, the one that reached away beyond the
physical being of the soldier, was the wound to opportunity.

The most valuable thing that any man possesses in the world
is opportunity. They had lost the benefit of four years of edu-
cation, whether it be in the classes, in the classics, on the farm,
in the workshop, or in the arts or trades, They had lost it
forever. Time is one of those great jewels that, once lost, can
never be regained. We had better lose anything than opportunity.
It is for that we are pensioning these men on the proven records,
upon the judgment of the world surrounding them. We are
pensioning them because in the great court of experience and
opportunity a judgment has been rendered tlint these men
actually suffered a loss. It is not problematical; it does not
need the affidavit of a neighbor that they were not successful;
but the result is there. They are helpless old men, to whom no
calculating moneygrubber would give employment for a day.
Why, he would laugh at them and say, “ You can not do a day's
work.” He would wound their feelings by telling them that
they were useless among men.

Those are the men that I appeal for, and I say that we
should strike out the distinetion which execludes those soldiers
who enlisted to meet the first rush of battle, those who enlisted
at the first call of the President of the United States, even
though it were for three months. Vast numbers of them were
killed in three months; vast numbers of them were crippled in
three months in all the ways that they were afterwards crippled.
Why exclude them? I know a man who went out in the three
months' service—I have one in my mind now—and he has
been a cripple ever since, and lives to-day a crippled, decrepit
old man. He was in a hurry to go to the defense of his country,
but he eame back wounded and broken. His suffering has bheen
longer than that of those who went out later. Is he not entitled
to any consideration? He could not enlist again, because he was
crippled and broken. You say, “ Why did he not continue his
service and come under these classes?"” I tell you of my own
knowledge that he never was in a position where his services
would have been accepted at all. The answer would have been
a little like that in “ Scott and the Veteran.” 8o I say, put the
three months’ men here; put in every man who said to the coun-
try for one day, “ Here is my life, all I have, and my hopes,
and those of all svho depend upon me; take them; send me to
bRUE Place me upon the ramparts,

With the flagstaff in my hand ;

No odds how hot the cannon shoot,
Or how the shells may fly,

I will hold the starry flag aloft,
And hold it "till I die.

It does not take long to accomplish that. A man can die
within the flash of an eye. His fate and that of his family can
be settled quicker than you can state it. Some language has
fallen here that would seem to indicate that the consummation
of this great service to the country was something that could
pnly be accomplished in three or four years. It could be
accomplished in the time of the man who went out from his home
at Gettysburg with his rifie on his shoulder, and it was over at
the end of the day. So much for the three months' men.

The limit is drawn too close, and I shall propose an amend-
ment in which there shall be no three months’ clause. I shall
propose at the proper time to strike out, in line 13, on page 3,
the words “ 90 days or more,” and to insert the words * en-
listed and " ; so that it will read:

That any person who enlisted and served in the military or naval
service of the United States during the late Civil War.

That is because of the prineiple that I conceive to be behind
this legislation, a principle not of payment but a principle of
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patriotic recognition of an act performed by a patriot, because
of the result which flowed from the performance of that act to
the State. I am going to propose further, that any man who
would be entitled to a pension under this bill may leave the
same in the Treasury of the United States, and suggest that it
be done by a sworn declaration of his enlistment and that he
would be entitled to a pension, that he relinquished it to re-
main in the Treasury to the credit of a fund that shall help
to tnke care of others.

The soldiers’ homes of this country could be maintained out
of such a fund. We know that to-day there are a vast number
of men in the United States who neither need nor draw their
pensions. Those men shonld have the lawful right, by express
provision of law, to declare that they contribute that money to
this fund that should be used for the purpose of maintaining
equally pressing need and patriotic purpose. That I want to
propose, -

I have necessarily been absent from the Senate much of late
and have not had the time that I would otherwise have occu-
pied in which to perfect and have ready for prompt presenta-
tion the views which I entertain upon this question. I shall at
the proper time propose to amend section 1 by making it definite
that this is a service pension by inserting, in line 20, page 3,
before the word * pension,” the word *“service”; and, then, I
shall propose as a further amendment that after the word
“ pension,” in line 20, the words “ of $§1 per day, as hereinafter
provided,” shall be inserted. The words * hereinafter provided "
merely refer to the manner in which it is to be done, but it
fixes the amount at $1 per day. These men are all over the
age of 62, and there is no occasion for inserting that limit in
the bill.

Then, I will propose to strike out all of section 1, after the

woris * hereinafter provided,” as they will appear in the see-

tion as I propose that it shall be amended. That will eliminate
the elaborate classification, I propose to strike that out, be-
cause it will all have been expressed in the words they shall—
he placed upon the pension rolls and be entitled to receive a service
pension of §1 per day, as herelnafter provided.

The “ hereinafter provided” merely relates to the manner in
which the money shall be paid. I propose further to leave in
the provision with reference to the War with Mexico, because
that is existing and established law. There is no occasion for
the words “ 62 years of age or over and who are™ in lnes 7
and 8, on page 5.

1 would strike out the reference to attorneys' fees. I would
make no provision, except that there should be no attorneys’
fees paid out of the amount of the pension, directly or indirectly.
The men who nead these pensions ought not to be the vietiins
of agents or attorneys. There is no community in the United
States where an old soldier need pay one cent to have any paper
connected with his pension drawn or eworn to. If there is
such a community, it ought to be blotted off the map. I have
had an opportunity to watch the pension business since the first
pension bill was drawn, and I have kept pretty close to it to
see that these old men were not made the vietims of anyone's
greed for gain.

Mr. President, I do not know that I will meet with any suec-
cess in attempting to place these patriots on the same footing.
The offer was as much on the part of the poor soldier as on the
part of the rich, the scholar, or the man who was not a scholar,
because he offered the termination of his life. There is nothing
to be added to that. There are across the river rows of monu-
ments and headstones over those who made the sacrifice, and
there are throughout this country from end to end hundreds of
thousands of living monuments of those who were willing to
make that sacrifice. I would make no difference in point of
honor between the officer and the man in the ranks. The offi-
cers alone could not have won in that strife.

Mr. President, it has been suggested to me by the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. Crarpr] that the adjutant general in each
State should make provision for the preparation of the pension
papers in all cases, and that there is no oceasion for having
any provision in this bill in regard to it. I agree with him,
ang go further, repeating that I know of no place where there
arc not one or more men who have the sympathy and the ability
to furnish all the assistance necesssary to a soldier to get his
pension. I need not be personal about it further than to say
that in a long life of practice I have never charged one of these
old soldiers a dollar for any kind of professional service I have
rendered him, and I am only one of hundreds of thousands. It
is enough for me to know that they stand as the represantatives
of nll that was necessary to meet that great crisis.

I do not like dividing these men up into classes for the pur-
pose of recognizing an act single and common to every one
of them, an act which was as great in one as another. I see no

occasion for such a classification unless we are undertaking to
frame this bill on the basis of the payment of arrears to sol-
diers, and we are not. If we are, then we should be ashamed
of ourselyes and the Government of which we are a part.

This is not a partisan question. AMen, be they Senators or
not, in any part of this Chamber or without it, recognize acts
of patriotism and bravery as being worthy of recognition by
the responsible Government, which stands for the principles
that were behind the actions of those men.

It is not for the bravery of men that we pension them; it
is because of the fact that they offered all they had. If we
were only to pension them aceording to the measure of their
bravery, we would have to go into an investigation of all the
scandals of the war-for the purpose of determining which indi-
viduals were entitled to pensions. There is not a man that
would come within the provisions of this bill as I propose to
offer an amendment to it that can to-day earn a livelihood.
There are hundreds of thousands of men in the United States
entitled to pensions who will never claim them. They should
not. The pension, while being a recognition of the act, is a
matter in regard to which the pensioner himself must act the
responsible part of claiming it or not.

Mr. President, I would amend the bill as it came from the
House, if it were before the Senate, to conform to the same
principles that I have undertaken to express in the amend-
ments that I have suggested to the bill now before the Senate
in the nature of a substitute. I would amend every bill that is
proposed so as to conform to those lines, because they are just.

Why, we are treating these men as though we were their
masters. We are dealing with these old =oldiers as though we
were their masters and they were suppliauts at our hands for a
pittance to preserve them from discomfort or death. There was
a time when those men were our masters; when, had they
ceased in the performance of their duty, we would have had
no opportunity to stand here like pouter pigeons dealing out
something to them as though it were alms, swelling ourselves
up with claims of patriotism and pride and saying, “I am
willing to give the soldiers who served two years so much, and
those who served one year so much, and those who served nine
months o much. I am willing to allow it to them.”

I have heard that expression right here in debate, “I am
willing,"” forsooth, “ to allow so much to the men who saved not
only my poor hopes and destiny, but saved the hopes and the
destiny of all the people of their own generation and of the
generations to follow.”

There was never in the history of the world the performance
of men that accomplished such great good as was accomplished
by those men. Other soldiers have kept the thrones for kings.
Other soldiers have been able to turn the tide of one monarchy
against another. Other soldiers have been able to seize new
countries and subjugate them.

But this was a soldiery that stood for the preservation of a
country that stood then, and stands now, on a higher plane of
civilization than any other country in the world. It may bhe
worth while to save a monarchy and yield your life for it. It
may be worth while to keep some petty king upon the throne,
and even sacrifice your life or your welfare for him, Baut it is
countless times greater to offer your life and make the sacrifice
to maintain the Republic of the United States—the only re-
public that was known in that day, or has been known since,
that is worthy of the name.

Eighteen hundred and sixty and eighteen hundred and sixty-
one. Have you reviewed the conditions represented by the
American Government and the American people at that period
and compared them with those of to-day? Have you given
thought as to the inevitable consequence of the destruction and
disruption of this Government in that great struggle? And
with that as a basis bave you undertaken to estimate the value
of the services of these men, the meed of honor that is due
them, and has stood as their meed from that day to this?
Have you undertalken to estimate what is due to the old man
who, in that day of his boyhood or young manhood, paid this
price, and not only paid it bnt got the goods for it? Have
you undertaken to estimate that and then say, “ Oh, I am will-
ing he shall have, yes, say, eleven or twelve dollars a month; ™
and then say, “This is a matter to be agreed upon in confer-
ence. We may agree to give him thirteen ”?

Great God! He gave youn a country and you would give
him $13 a month after he had passed beyond the age or, con-
dition in which he could gain ‘the bread for his daily sub-
gistence. Men compare the cost of this and that pension bill
with the cost of other departments of the Government. Do
you realize that there would have been no other costs and no
Government except for these men in the aggregate? And yet
there have been times when a handful of them represented the
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millions that constituted the aggregate in preserving the destiny
of the Nation.

Do you remember when Gen. Pleasonton held the whole South-
ern Army in check, in order that our Armies might form and
make a successful defense, with the loss of practically every
man with whom he went into the fight? Do you remember
when that little company from New Jersey, enlisted in the
stores and the banks and the schools of New Jersey, went out
100 strong, and how, when they came out of the Battle of
Chancellorsville, there was 1?7 And I saw him with his arm
shot off. That was all that was left when that sacrifice was
paid. Yet you would stand here and talk about what they did,
this man and that. .

I distinguish this from the class of pensions for disabilities.
I have sought, by the amendment I propose, to limit it by ex-
press terms so that it will not include pensions for disabilities.
This is a different class of recognition, in this ripe hour for
recognition of men and men’s deeds that are the foundation
to-day of the Nation, united forever.

Those men are responsible for it, the dead and the living.
The dead did not win the battles. They only died for their
country. It was the living men who won the battles, who car-
ried the lines of their enemies, who brought home to glory the
flag. It was the living men who did these things, and we are
dealing with them to-day. We are not dealing with monu-
ments to the dead.

Day after day I have seen the distinguished Senator who is
chairman of this committee rise when pension bills were under
consideration, and I have heard him enumerate sometimes a
dozen soldiers, and say, “I move that their names be stricken
off. They have died since this bill was reported.”

Mr. President, I do not feel like prolonging the discussion of
this question, because I seem to have a consciousness that the
lines are laid, and that we are going to do something for

the soldiers. Great God! Think of the sarcasm of that, “ We
are going to do something for them!"™ It is a piteous state-
ment.

Why to do anything for them? If you are going to measure
it by gills, why do anything for them? They will soon die and
go to their reward, the greatest reward—they will live in the
hearts of their countrymen.

Mr. SIMMONS. Mr. President, in expressing my opposition
to this measure I shall be as brief and as conservative as pos-
sible, and as I do not desire to enter into any contreversy upon
this guestion, I hope I may be permitted by my colleagues to
proceed without interruption.

The first pension act, that of June, 1862, granted a pension
for disability. It was a pension granted to make good to the
soldier any incapacity for the performance of manual labor
directly traceable to a wound, injury, or disease incurred in the
line of duty.

In 1880 a change was made in the law, and a pension was
granted to all soldiers who were incapacitated for manual labor,
without regard to the origin of the incapacity.

Again, in 1907, another change was made in the law, and the
age of 62 years and over was declared of itself a specific dis-
ability, and pensions were allowed to all who had served 90
days, and had been honorably discharged, the rating being
dependent on age. At 62 years the pension was $12 a month;
at T0 years, $15; at 75 years, $20.

The widow, the children, and dependent parents and brothers
and sisters of the soldier were also allowed pensions by these
several acts—first, where the cause of death of the soldier
originated in the line of duty. Later, the widow and the minor
children of the soldier were allowed pensions where she was
or they were dependent, without any regard to whether the
soldier's death was caused in the line of duty or not. Later
pensions were allowed to the widow and the surviving children
of soldiers of the Civil War, who had served 90 days and had
been honorably discharged, without regard to whether they
were dependent or not dependent.

As broad and liberal as this general legislation is, there have
arisen cases of peculiar hardship that have led to particular
relief. There have been passed 35,987 special aets, chiefly to
increase the pensions of particular individuals, and many of
them have been for the benefit of widows. The tendency seems
to be to enlarge the use of special legislation. The Fifty-sixth
Congress passed 1,391 special pension acts; the Fifty-seventh
Congress, 2,171; the Fifty-eighth Congress, 3,355; the Fifty-
ninth Congress, 6,030; the Sixtieth Congress, 6,600; the Sixty-
first Congress, 9,631; and it is stated that there are now pend-
ing before the House committee about 10,000 bills for speecial
pensions. Of the 6,030 beneficiaries under the acts of the first
session of the Sixty-first Congress, only 563 were new names;

5,600 were already on the roll, the object of these bills being
simply to increase the pensions.

Under this legislation every soldier of the Civil War who
served 90 days and was honorably discharged is entitled to be
on the roll, and probably, practically all of them are on the
foll. The widows and minor children of such soldiers as have
died are also provided for.

Up to June, 1910, there had been pensioned 1,153,626 soldiers,
of whom there were then alive 562,615. In June, 1911, there
were 529,884 soldiers on the roll, and 295,707 widows of sol-
diers. The payments to these widows and to the children of
soldiers amounted to about $45,000,000. The payments to the
soldiers amounted to about $105,000,000. The payments to the
soldiers of the Regular Establishment, of the War with Spain,
and the Mexican and Indian Wars, mdke up the residue of the
disbursements.

Mr. President, the acts of 1907 and 1908, it was thought by
many, filled the measure of our patriotic duty to the soldiers
and their widows.

It is now proposed to unsettle what was then settled. It is
not proposed to admit others to the rolls, for the rolls have,
for four or five years, been open to all. It is proposed to in-
crease the pensions of those already on the lists, whether the
soldier needs the Inecrease or does not need it, whether the
soldier is rich or poeor.

The bill the House has sent us, the so-called Sherwood bill,
provides that any soldier who served 80 days in the Ciyil
War, and less than 6 months, shall receive $15; anyone who
gerved 6 and less than 9 months, $20; anyone who served 9
months and less than 1 year, $25; anyone who served 1 year
or more, $30 a month.

Under that bill 44,510 men would be rated at $15, 85,652 at
$20, 72,114 at $25, and 376,218 at $30.

Necessarily the result would be a large increase in the
amount. On page 13 of a compilation made for the use of the
Senate, the Secretary of the Interior shows that the increase
would aggregate $75,651,000.

The increase for the 3 months’ men foots up only $787,000;
that for the 6 menths’ men, $2,435,000; that for the 9 months'
men, $7,619,000; for the 1 year men, $64,809,000.

On page 14 of that documenf, the Secretary of the Interior
estimates the pensions of 357,474 one-year men, under the act,
at $128,690,640 ; and as their increased pay would be $64,000,000,
it follows that the proposed bill would just double the pensions
of these one-year men, or just about double the pensions of
more than one-half of all the men who are now on the pension
roll. The average value of each pension under the act of 1890
is stated at $143; under the act of 1907 is stated at $173; under
the proposed act it would be $336, or just about double the
value of pensions under the act of 1907.

The expansion of the pension system in 1907 and 1908 was
regarded, as I have said, by many, at least, as filling the meas-
ure of our patriotic duty to the soldier and his widow and
minor children,

Admitting, as I freely do, the counfry’s patriotic duty to its
war veterans, it should not be overlooked, it seems to me, that
there are other interests besides that of the soldier to be con-
sidered. The interest of the taxpayer should not be disre-
garded.

We can not give, Mr. President, to one class without taking
from another.

In our human experience there is no manna falling from
heaven. What the Government gathers up comes from the
pockets of the people. It is drawn from the community.
Every family bears its part of the burden.

If, in the first instance, it is paid into the Treasury by mer-
chants, the farmer, and business men, by manufacturers and
men engaged in large transactions, they cast it as a burden on
business, and it is distributed among the public generally.

It becomes an incubus on industry,

It rests in part on the shoulders of the-workmen.

It falls in part on the clerks and salaried men.

Business men charge it back, without any diminution of their
profits, on the masses who must eventually pay it.

Do the just demands of patriotism and the financial condi-
tion of our country and our people justify us in adding $75,-
000,000 a year to the burden of the people, a part of it going
to swell the pensions of the well to do as well as the poor?
That they do not, Mr. President, has been recognized by the
Senate Committee on Pensions in the substitute measure it has
reported to the Senate.

Mr. President, for the first 10 years after the War between
the States, when we had many wounded and disabled soldiers to
care for, the annual pension roll did not reach $30,000,000. No
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one will question but that patriotic generation did its full duty
by the suffering heroes who were victims in the great struggle.

For the next decade the annual expenditure was iess than
$60,000,000, but by 1890 pensions had reached the $100,000,000
mark.

Since 1800 we have distributed in pensions nearly $3.000,-
000,000.

In the history of the world there has never been any display
of liberality that approximates this great expenditure. The
combined pensions of the four greatest powers of Europe are
stated at only $129,000,000, and I risk nothing in saying that
our pension list is larger than that of all the balance of the
world. -

Comparing our expenditure for pensions with that made by
our patriotic forefathers because of the Revolution, we find
that we are now expending in six months as much as they
allowed in 50 years for the men who won our independence.

To the patriots who dared to rebel against the most powerful
Government of the world and break the ties of friendship and
of kinship; who served seven long and weary years; who suf-
fered at Valley Forge; who starved in winter on the Hudson;
awvhe underwent the horrible deprivations and sufferings under
Greene at the South; who experienced the horrors of the prison
ships, our forefathers allowed all told only $70,000,000; we pay
to-day to men and women, but few of whom ever received a
wound in battle, more than $150,000,000 a year. Such liber-
ality has no parallel in history.

My opposition, Mr. President, to this bill is founded on con-
siderations which ought to influence a Senator legislating in
behnlf of the whole country and not in behalf of any section
of the country. And yet, Mr. President, the people of the
Southern States necessarily cccupy, in respect to its effects upon
them, a peculiar position toward this question.

It is not necessary for me to make any particular protesta-
tions or representations with respect to the patriotism of the
people of North Carolina or of the Southern States. Their
general action during the last 50 years attests their patriotism.
Their action in the war which has just passed attests their
patriotiem. We have heretofore acquiesced in such action as
the northern people have desired for the benefit of the old
goldiers. But there are two circumstances that differentiate
the two sections with respect to the effect of these pensions:
First, of the vast sum of $4,000,000,000 that has been paid in
pensions, only a small fraction has been disbursed in the South.
The disbursement has inured largely to the advantage of the
richer and wealthier sections of the North and the East and the
West. Second, the South has, in addition to the burden of
paying its proportionate part of the national pensions, a duty
to perform toward the old soldiers of the Southern States.
- I know the generous hearts of the northern people applaud
our efforts to care for the old and decrepit Confederate veteruns
who fought so bravely in the time of the great war. I know
they sympathize with our sentiments of veneration and filial
piety toward those men whose courage and endurance reflect
credit on American eitizenship. Without reference to the cause
in which they displayed their splendid manhood, their devoted
self-pacrifice, their magnificent spirit of patriotic ardor, all
men applaud their constancy, their endurance, their personal
bravery and heroism. We have a duty toward them which we
seek to perform according to our pecuniary ability. In this
no one else has a share. It is a filial as well as patriotic duty
that rests alone on the South,

Thus there are two circumstances that differentiate the people

of the Southern States from those of the Northern States in
the matter of pensions, namely, the unequal distribution of the
expenditure and the additional duty resting on the Southern
States. :

Mr. President, I am not nnmindful of these two circumstances,
but I want to repeat with all the emphasis that I can command
that my opposition to this bill is based upon such considerations,
and only such considerations, as ought to influence a Senator
acting for the whole country.

Mr. President, during the 11 years I have been a Member
of this body I have never opposed any special or general pension
legislation. I have introduced many special bills in behalf of
my own constitvents, and I have sought with as much zeal
to secure their adoption, when I thought they were entitled
under the laws of the country to what they asked, as I would
seek to secure a pension for an old Confederate soldier under
the scant provision that my people have been able to make in
their behalf. I do not recall that at any time Senators who
come from the same section of the country that I come from
have heretofore opposed legislation either of a special or general
character providing pensions for the old Union soldiers. We
have, up to this tlme, acquiesced in this legislation.

XLVIII—251

Mr. President, it is sought to justify this doubling of the
pensions of the old soldiers upon the ground that they are needy.
And yet there is no provision in the bill to limit the increase to
those who are indigent. X

It is proposed to increase the allowance of those who are
prosperous and independent in the same degree as those who
are poor and needy.

I do not know what per cent of the Union soldiers are of the
one class and what are of the other class, but I do know that
the Union soldiers who survived the war, as a rule, were not
weakened in the struggle for life as a result of that contest.
On the contrary, they were rather strengthened through the
experience and training they acquired in that service, I know
that many of them went back to the walks of life and at once
became potential factors in the industrial enterprises that have
wrought the great prosperity that has in recent years come fo
our common country. They became active participants in the
business life of their community, becoming leaders in every line
of endeavor. Many of them are to-day among the most pros-
perous and independent citizens of the community in which they
live, many of them have amassed fortunes. If this bill confined
its benefactions to those who are really needy there would be
some slight justification for the increase proposed, but it does
not; on the contrary, it increases the allowance to the rich
and prosperous as well as to the indigent and needy.

Mr. President, I have a great admiration for the bravery and
the patriotism of the Union soldier. I think the men who
followed Grant and Sherman and Sheridan during those four
long, bloody years were the bravest and most patriotic men
who ever went to battle, save only those who followed Lee and
Jackson, who were equally as brave and patriotic,

I would not oppose a measure that in my judgment measured
only the patriotic duty toward the old Union soldier; but in
the face of the liberal legislation that has marked the years
that have gone, constantly liberalizing and broadening our
policy toward the old Union soldiers until every man who
shouldered a musket and went to the war in defense of the
Union-is now on the roll or may be put on the roll, when it is
proposed in this bill to double the pensions of more than one-
half the men on the roll, I can not find it in my conscience to
give my support to that measure.

Mr. CLAPP. Mr. President, it is not my purpose to make a
speech upon this bill. I realize that the lines are drawn and
every Senator probably has deecided how he will vote. But
there are scattered through the country thousands of these old
men who, in addition to the small amount the bill provided for,
may feel that their services are remembered, and may feel some
comfort and cheer in the thought that their cause is cham-
pioned upon this floor.

The Senator deals with the question of the amount required
by this bill. He says that manna does not come down from
above. Mr. President, T was a small boy when the war broke
out. I remember how the northland was thrilled when there
stood forth that matehless champion, Stephen A. Douglas—Lin-
coln was then but little known and was untried—and when
there fell from the lips of Douglas the words, “ This Union must
and shall be preserved,” it sent a ray of sunlight and hope to
every northern home, and it did seem as though it was manna
from heaven.

The months rolled on and a great army of young men sprang
into existence, and we began to realize that, notwithstanding
all the sophistry of the preceding two generations, there was a
sentiment in this country that the Union should be preserved,
and that the Union would be preserved by the youth of the
country; and it seemed again as though manna was descending
from heaven.

Mr. President, I can not undertake to pay fitting tribute to
the memory of the soldiers. The grave that marks the last
resting place, the empty sleeve, aye, even the bowed form, the
silvered crown of those who in the long, long ago risked their all
that this Union might be what it is to-day, speak more elo-
quently than any human tongue. The thought of computing
the cost of a just recognition to these men is, to my mind, be-
yond the pale of consideration at this time. It is not a ques-
tion of how much this will cost, but it is a question of how
near this will be toward being a just recognition of that debt
of gratitude and patriotism which we owe these men.

I shall vote for the Sherwood bill. I shall vote for the
amendments intended to be proposed by the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. Heyeurn], and if we can not get the Sherwood bill
with those amendments, then I shall vote to get the best which
we can get. For 11 years I have waited until the hour might
come when we could do this tardy justice, and I will not longer
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delay this vote, which I so long have looked forward to, by
trespassing further upon the time of the Senate.

Mr. KERN. Mr. President, in accordance with instructions
from my party in Indiana, and in accordance with ihe will of
the people of that Commonwealth, I shall vote for the most
liberal proposition that shall be made here on behalf of the sur-
viving soldiers of the Union.

I have listened with deep interest to the Senator from North
Carolina [Mr. Snaoxs]. In listening to him I realized most
fully and keenly the wide divergence there naturally is in the
angles of vision from which we view this great guestion. On
one side there are men from the South here who were not born
when the war ended. I appreciate how difficult it is for them
to understand the magnitude of the struggle and understand
the wonderful work accomplished by the million or more men
who, from 1861 to 1865, walked on the outermost ridge of battle
into the jaws of death, into the very mouth of hell; who un-
derwent the rigors of campaign life, the perils of battle, and the
horrors of prison life, to the end that this Union might live;
to the end that we might enjoy the great material prosperity
which is now enjoyed by all our people. That is the situation
on one side—a lack of sentiment on the one side—while on the
other side is raised the cry of economy.. The proposition is
baldly made here that this great, splendid Republic, the great-
est and richest Nation on the face of the earth, can not afford
to do that which all men concede is justice to the men who
saved the Union. Between the two rocks the old soldiers of the
country suffer. o

My friend from North Carolina awhile ago undertook to com-
pare the cost of pensioning the Revolutionary soldiers during
the first 50 years of the Republic with the cost of pensioning the
great army of soldiers of the Union who now survive. Was that
a fair comparison? Why, there were more men killed and
wonnded in one battle of the Civil War than Washington ever
had under his command at any one time.

Did the Senator from North Carolina ever stop, when making
the calculation as to the amount of money paid to the Revolu-
tionary soldiers 25 years after the Revolutionary War ended, to
compare the proportion that the amount paid for pensions bore
to the total expenses of running the Government in those days?
Did he stop to compare the total amount paid out for pensions
with the wealth of the Nation in those days? The pension list
was larger at the time referred to by the Senator in proportion
to the expenses of the Government and in proportion to the
wealth of the Nation than it now is.

The Senator has stated that 20 years after the Civil War was
over our pension list only aggregated about $30,000,000. That
is a fine compliment to the survivors of the Union Army—a
splendid compliment. Twenty years after-the war was over
the average age of those soldiers was perhaps from 42 to 45
vears. Those soldiers, able to work, strong in their pride, dis-
dained fo ask justice even at the hands of the Government they
had saved. Another decade passed by, as he said, and the pen-
sion list had only then grown to $60,000,000. Those men were
still able to earn their bread by the sweat of their faces, and
the great mass of them asked nothing of the Government. But
now, after the war has been over 47 years, these men are old,
decrepit, broken; and in their extremity they come to the Gov-
ernment and ask for recognition for the splendid service ren-
dered by them in the days gone by.

When other great propositions have come before the Senate
calling for the expenditure of hundreds of millions of dollars,
have voices been raised here pleading the poverty of the Nation?
When the proposition was made to build the Panama Canal and
expend some hundreds of millions of dollars in that project,
was any voice raised here asking the question where the money
was coming from? Were there any spasms because of the pros-
pect of a bond issue then? Not at all; for the reason that this
Nation was so great, so rich, and so strong that it would have
seemed contemptible for anyone to have stood here and urged
the poverty of the Nation as against such a great, splendid
enterprise as that.

I will not go into that question now, for I went into it the
other day; I did not rise for that purpose; but since I addressed
the Senate a week ago I have received many hundreds of letters
from old soldiers all over the country, from New York and
Pennsylvania, Nebraska and Kansas, California and Oregon. I
think it would be well if I should read to the Senate a few
extracts from some of those letters as giving the sentiment of
the soldiers throughout the country. I have a letter here from
Lancaster, Pa., from a man who says that he is—

The only survivor of four brothers, three of whom iﬂva uP their lives
in battle. The eldest was shot six times and scalped by ce's Indians
at I'ea Ridge, Ark. ; the next was shot through the head at Rolla, Mo, ;
#nd the third was killed at Stone River.

The writer states that he was wounded at Petersburg. He
says:

Thank God, my wound, although shot through the hip, never mo far
incapacitated me from all labor, and for 28 years I have worked night
and day, and by privation and self-denial T ean live independent of a
pension, and, so far as I am concerned, this great Government can keep
my pension ; but there are a few that I know that are so situated that
the dollar per diem would be a godsend to them and to many of the
brave men who saved the Nation.

I have here a letter from Cincinnati, Ohio, from a soldier
who served in a Massachusetts infantry regiment for 8 years
and 10 months, who urges the adoption of the Sherwood pension
bill or one similar to it. TFrom Naval Post 516, Grand Army
of the Republic, of New York City, comes a letter from the
chairman of the committee warmly supporting the Sherwood
pension bill. I have a communication from a number of sol-
diers in the National Military Home at Dayton, Ohio, urging
the passage of the bill and concluding the letter in these words:

All eyes of the veterans here are now resting on the Senate, as the
House has done its duty In voting 229 for the Bulloway bill and 262
for the Sherwood service pension bill. We hope it may pass.

From Goshen, Ohio, comes another letter from an old sol-
dier warmly indorsing the Sherwood bill; one from North
Beach, Md. ; another letter of the same kind from Philadelphia ;
another from Westboro, Mass.; a strong letter from a soldier
who belonged to the Thirty-fourth Regiment of Massachusetts
Volunteer Infantry, who says that the Sherwood bill is what is
demanded by every soldier with whom he is acquainted.

From Boston comes a letter from a man who enlisted in 1861
at $11 a month, and in 1863 reenlisted and served nearly five
years, urging the enactment of this law.

I have another letter from the town of Young, Ohio, which
containg a similar demand ; one from a soldier of the One hun-
dred and thirty-third Pennsylvania at Harrisburg, in that State,
who declares that the soldiers of Pennsylvania are a unit for the
passage of the Sherwood bill; another from New York City,
which, in very strong language, urges the Senate to do justice
to the soldier. I have also a letter from a member of the One
hundred and fiftieth Pennsylvania Volunteers—the Bucktails.
He says:

The soldiers saved the Union from destruction. The old soldier is
not played out yet—not by a gunshot—even in the politics of the coun-
try, as some people may discover in the near future, He Ig still on the
picket line watching, ready with his gun for *“ Who comes there? "

From Rochester, N. Y., an old veterans writes:

I do not belong to the same litical party that youn do. * * =
1 lgoincd the Union Army in 1862; was wounded at Gettysburg, and
taken prisoner on field at Battle of 'Wildernena. May 5, 1864 ; spent five
months at Andersonville and five months in Florence, 8.c

He urges the passage of the Sherwood pension bill.

I have another letter from Newark, N. J., from a member of
a New Jersey regiment, who says:

I am a veteran of the Civil War, nearly 69 years old, and for two
ears have been unable to work. Wife and I, by prudence and economy,
ave succeeded in maintaining our little fireside up to this time. Our

meager savings of the past are now exhausted, and, with the exorbitant
cost of commodities, it is a struggle to obtain the required necessaries
to maintain our existence.

He simply asks that justice be done to him as a soldier and to
his comrades. From Covington, Ky., comes a letter from a sol-
dier—a very long and very forceful appeal for simple justice.

These old soldiers are putting their claims not upon the
ground of mendicancy, not upon the ground of poverty, although
most of them are poor, but because they feel, and rightly feel,
that this Government owes them a debt which ean not be paid.

I have a letter here from Keene, N. H., from a lady who says
she is only an ignorant old woman. She is a soldier's widow,
and says:

Perhaps it is glory enough to have them get the band out on Decora-
tion Day and drop a wreath on the grave of the dead; but ought they
not to give those old men and their near ones not only the bare neces-
sary things, but some of the care and comfort their old age craves?

From Springfield, Mass., comes a similar letter. From Gen.
Robert P. Kennedy, of Bellefontaine, Ohio, a man who was
breveted brigadier general at the close of the war, one of the
prominent Republicans of Ohio, comes a letter urging the
passage of the Sherwood bill, ’

The old soldiers of the Army—

He says—
owe to the Benators who stand for the bill a debt of gratitude for
their fearless, outspoken ense of their canse, and as an old soldier
and a Republican, I desire to tender to you, a Democrat, my thanks and
congratulations for your action.

And so I might go on here for an hour, Mr. President, reading
extracts from such letters, the sentiments of many of which
are touching indeed. All of these letters indicate that the
soldiers, the men who are interested in this legislation, are
almost to a man opposed to the McCumber or Smoot substitute
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and are in favor of a measure that will give them the relief
they need and will make their pathway down to the grave a
little more pleasant.

Mr, SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, I send to the desk
and ask to have read two amendments to the pending substitute.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Georgia asks to
have read two amendments, which at the proper time he pro-
poses to offer. The Secretary will read as requested.

The SEcrRETARY, It is proposed to add as a new section the
following :

Sec. 5. That no pension shall hereafter be paid to a nonresident of
the United States except for injury or disease of service origin, nor

shall the nonresident widow of a soldier hereafter draw a pension
except where the death of the soldier was of service origin.

Also the following:

8Ec. 6. That no person with an annual income of $1,200 or more,
whether the same is derlyved from a salary or from property, or from
both combined, shall receive any pay as a pensioner under this act or
any existing law except where such person is suffering from an Injury
or disease of service origin, but the name of such person who has so
served in the military or naval service of the United States and who
has been honorably d arged therefrom may remaln upon the pension
rolls as an honorary member thereof.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, no one responds more
fully than I do to the beautiful tributes which have been paid
to the heroes who wore the blue and who wore the gray. It is
a delightful realization of the perfect union that exists in all
parts of our country that, without regard to party or to section,
such speeches can be made here and find a response in every
heart. It is indeed difficult listening to such just tributes to pre-
serve our legislative reason and to legislate with full comprehen-
sion of all our responsibilities, rather than to yield to our hearts
and turn the entire Treasury over, if necessary, in response to
our patriotic sentiments.

But I wish to call attention to a few facts which, it seems to
me, have not yet been mentioned, but which ought to be a part
of the record before our vote is taken.

The Secretary of the Treasury has advised that for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1913, we may expect a revenue from ordi-
nary receipts of $667,000,000. The chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee of the House of Representatives estimates that
if payment is made to the sinking fund as required by law and
the other ordinary appropriations are made for the next year,
there will be a deficit according to present conditions of about
$27,000,000,

Be that as it may, I shall not stop to discuss it. The prop-
osition which we now confront comes to us in the shape of
a bill and a proposed substityte. The original bill would in-
crease our pension appropriations for Mexican soldiers and
soldiers of the Civil War from $150,000,000 a year to $225,000,000
a year, thus adding 50 per cent to the present annual sum. The
substitute proposes to increase our pension payments $30,000,000
a year.

One would almost think, to listen to the eloquence of some
Senators, that our Government has been niggardly in the matter
of pensions. Let us stop and calmly, as business men, candi-
dates for no office and contemplating nothing of the kind, look
at the balance sheet and see how the Government has acted.
Next year we hope to have $667,000,000 from ordinary receipts.
Nobody questions that we are to give to pensioners of the Civil
War $150,000,000—nearly one-fourth of our entire revenue to
pensioners of the Civil War. Now, there are other things that
we must do for the welfare of the public which we can not
abandon.

Mr. SHIVELY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. (Mr. Corris in the chair).
Does the Senator from Georgia yield to the Senator from
Indiana? |

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Certainly.

Mr., SHIVELY. Is not the Senator mistaken as to the
$150,000,000? Does not the pending pension appropriation bill,
prepared to meet the demands under existing law carry a total
of only $152,000,000, which, of course, includes all pensions
to the soldiers of the Spanish War?

Mr. SMITH of Georgina. No. I will answer the Senator by
calling his attention to the fact that on June 30, last year, ac-
cording to the report of the Commissioner of Pensions, we paid
$148,000,000 to pensioners of the Civil War, and the special

. pensions which have been added at this session will probably

carry the amount up to $150,000,000 to the pensioners of the
Civil War alone. The pensions paid to soldiers of all wars
was about $157,000,000.

My, SHIVELY. I think, if the Senator will take the pension
appropriation bill as it came from the House, he will find on
the first or second page that the appropriation on account of
all pensions is fixed, I think, at $152,000,000.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I do not know what the bill as it
came from the House provides, but I know what we pald last
year, and I know that the report of the Commissioner of Pen-
sions shows that $157,322,160 was paid for pensions last year.

Mr. SHIVELY. If the Senator please, that is true; but the
appropriation proposed in the pending pension appropriation bill
is upward of $5,000,000 less than for last year.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I should like to ask the Senator if
he would amend the Sherwood bill so as to provide that the
total amount of pensions should not exceed $152,000,000, and
that if it shall be found that the Sherwood bill requires an
amount in excess of that sum, then that the excess amount
shonld not be paid, but that the pensions should be reduced?

Mr. SHIVELY. I ask the Senator whether he believes that
ﬁich?an arbitrary principle is consistent with scientific legisla-

on

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I think it conld be worked out scien-
tifically. DBeyond any question, with an appropriation limited
to $152,000,000, the- Pension Office could take the number of
pensioners and pro rate the amount. It seems to me that a
misapprehension has existed as to the amount we have paid and
are paying for pensions. For the fiscal year ended June 30,
1911, we paid over $157,000,000 for pensions. Nearly one hun-
dred and forty-eight millions of that sum was to the pensioners
of the Civil War alone. With the special pensions passed at
this session, it is reasonable to estimate that, according to the
law as it stands, the amount paid to the pensioners of the Civil
War will be practically one hundred and fifty millions.

That is nearly 25 per cent of our next year's revenue. The
proposition is to pass the Sherwood bill and add seventy-five
millions more. That would be two hundred and twenty-five
millions, That would be about one-third of the entire income
of the Government.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. The statement of the Senator from
Georgia is, of course, very interesting. Right at that point I
should like to suggest to him that our generosity to the soldiers
of the Civil War will hardly be ecalled such if the Senator will
examine the generosity of this Government to the soldiers in
the American wars preceding the Civil War. It may be inter-
esting to the Senator from Georgia to know——

Mr. SMITH of Georgin. Mr. President, I should be glad to
have the Senator ask me a question.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I am about to do so, in just a
moment.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. All right.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. It may be interesting to the Sena-
tor to know that there were given to the participants in the
Ameriean wars prior fo the Civil War 68,701,000 acres of land;
and that the men who shared in the generosity of the Govern-
ment were none other than Gen. Lee and Gen. Hancock and
other men whose services for the Union prior to the Civil War
were very distinguished.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I have listened for the question of
the Senator, and he does not propound it.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I will leave that to the Senator to
determine. I presume I did not. I intended to interrogate the
Senator.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. But even if he did not propound a
question, T am glad to have yielded to him,

Undoubtedly large quantities of land were given to the sol-
diers of the Revolutionary War. At the moment the Senator
interrupted me I was not referring to the soldiers of the Revo-
lutionary War, however. I was referring to the soldiers of the
Civil War. Later on I may make a comparison between what
has been done for the two. All that I was seeking at this time
to show was that if we added $75,000,000 annually to our pres-
ent appropriations, according to the terms of the Sherwood bill,
we would be giving about one-third of our entire income for
next year to pensioners of the Civil War. I was not even com-
menting upon the fact that this was more than we gave soldiers
of the Revolution.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Geor-
gia yield to the Senator from Michigan?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Certainly.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I just want to say to the Senator
from Georgia that I was not referring entirely to the Revolu-
tionary War, either. I was referring to the Mexican War and
to the part that was taken in that war by distinguished men
from the South, who were not above asking the Government to
reward them for their military service and who accepted with a
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great deal of satisfaction rewards that were exceedingly liberal,
as the Senator from Georgia will see if he will look into the
matter, and were probably deserved.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, I am criticizing no
one for receiving liberal contributlons from the Government.
I am making no eriticism. I am only stating facts. I am only
calling the Senate’s attention to the naked fact that seventy-five
millions more would make the appropriations to the pensioners
of the Civil War take one-third of the entire revenues of the
Government for the next fiscal year. However much may have
been given in the past to other soldiers of other wars, however
much we may wish to give now, it is well for us to know what
we may be about to do. We are urged to appropriate to pen-
sioners of the Civil War one-third of the entire revenue of the
Government for the next fiscal year,

We are urged to do that, Mr. President, when the present
appropriations, according to the estimate of the chairman of the
Appropriations Committee of the House, will exceed the revenue
by $27,000,000.

If we make this increase to pensions we must take up our
other appropriation bills and cut them all to pieces. I sympa-
thized very cordially with the expressions of the Senator from
Iowa when he called for a careful revision of public-building ap-
propriations. I expect to vote with him on some motions to
reconsider bills that I did not understand when they were
passed. Being a new Member, I am not so thoroughly initiated
as to understand the propriety of passing appropriations here
and relying upon the House to kill them. I will join the Senator
from Iowa and vote for no appropriations here that I do not
wish paid. I do not think the Senate can commend itself to the
country by voting for appropriations that the Senate does not
approve, relying on the House to kill them, But I will remind
the Senator from Towa that it would take a thousand public
buildings to cover the seventy-five millions of increase that
would be made under the Sherwood bill. The bill for the post
office at Sundance only provided for an expenditure of $75,000.
It would fake a thousand buildings of that kind stopped by the
Senator to get the seventy-five millions that he would add to
the pensions.

I am not antagonistic to the views of the Senator on his other
criticisms, which applied to savings through economies in the
direction of barber shops and duck suits. But it would take
more than a million of those saved to make his $75,000,000.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President—— k

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes.

Mr, KENYON. Does not the Senator think that in the next
30 or 40 years there may be that many duck suits, that would
amount to that sum?

AMr. SMITH of Georgia. I do not think they will amount to
$75,000,000. -

Mr. WILLIAMS. There would not be that many men to wear
them.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I commend and sympathize with
the desire of the Senator from Iowa to look over the list of ex-
penditures, wherever they are made where he thinks they ought
not to be made, and make a saving. DBut if we cut off every
single expenditure in the Senate, if the whole expense of the
Senate were stopped, I think we would save only about a mil-
lion dollars.

Mr. KENYON. Mr. President—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. KENYON. I do not wish to interrupt, but as the Senator
has referred to some things I have said, I should like to ask
this question: Does the Senator believe the statement of a dis-
tinguished Republican Senator, now retired from this body,
that the Government could be conducted for $300,000,000 a year
less than it now is?

Mr, SMITH of Georgia. I think if that were done we would
have to save part of it by reducing the $150,000,000 for pensions.

Mr. KENYON. Does the Senator think that is what he had
in mind?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I think that must have been part
of it. I do not believe the general administration of the Gov-
ernment could be conducted with a saving of $300,000,000 a
year and leave $150,000,000 for pensions. I do not believe it
would be possible to ran the balance of the Government for a
little over $150,000,000.

Mr. KENYON. I am glad if the Senator agrees with my
proposition as to the barber shop and the bath rooms., He is the
first Senator I have known that did. But the Senator refers
to the passage of bills by the Senate to be defeated in the

House. Is not the Senator now engaged in trying to defeat
here a bill that was passed in the House and sent over here?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I am. I would vote for no bill
that I did not approve, hoping the House would not pass it;
and I would vote for no bill that the House passed if I thought
it ought not to be passed.

Mr. KENYON. The Senator believes, I assume, that the
House passed this bill in good faith?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I object to being interrogated as
to the purposes of the House.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Senator declines to yield.

Mr. BACON. That would be a violation of the rules.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I do not think I have any psycho-
logical capacity to judge of the motives of the House. I pre-
sume, of course, they were all good.

Mr. SHIVELY. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr SMITH of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. SHIVELY. A moment ago the Senator had the kindness
to yield to me to suggest that his statement as to the amount of
pensions appropriated on account of the Civil War was an ex-
aggeration. I now ecall his attention to House bill 18085, which
has already passed the House and is before the Committee on
Pensions of the Senate. On the first page of this bill the Sena-
tor will find these words:

For Army and Navy pensions, as follows : For invalids, widows, minor
children, and dependent relatives, Army nurses, and all other pensioners
who are now on the rolls, or who may hereafter be g)laced thereon,
under the provisions of any and all acts Congress, $152,000,000,

That covers all pensions now granted under existing law. I
would invite the Senator’s attention to the fact that for the year
1911 the entire amount of pensions granted to actual survivors of
the Civil War—that is, to men who had served in the Union
Army—was $103,337,804.95. There is considerable allowance to
be made on account of the pensioners of other wars.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I have the figures before me, Mr.
President.

Mr. SHIVELY. The figures I have given the Senator are
from the bill itself and In a communication from the Commis-
sioner of Pensions.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I have the fignres showing exactly
what was paid for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1911. Here
they are. This is what we had to pay—not what we estimated
that we would pay. I have them in the report of the Commis-
sioner of Pensions, and I will read them. The total amount
was $157,325,160.35. The Senator will find it on page 35.

Mr. SHIVELY. The Senator has before him, also, the total
amount for the year before. Will he state that?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. This is the Iast report of the Com-
missioner of Penslons. *

Mr. SHIVELY. On page 10 the Senator will find the record
of the entire disbursement for a long period of years.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. And on page 10 I find $157,325,-
160.35—just the figures I read as the disbursement for the fiscal
year ending June 30, 1911.

Mr. SHIVELY. Yes; I was asking the Senator to name the
figures of the year before, as disclosed by the same document,
on the same page.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. For 1910, $150,974,056.08.

AMr. SHIVELY. And the year before that it was $161,973.-
T03.77. .

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. And the year before that $153,003,-
086.27.

Mr. SHIVELY. Oh, no.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes; $153,093,086.27.

Mr. SHIVELY. Yes; but since that year there has been a
decline. The point, however, that I wished to make was that
I think the Senator’s estimate was unduly large as to the
amount of pensions appropriated exclusively to the surviving
veterans of the Civil War, when he said $150,000,000.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I may be perhaps a couple of mil-
lions too high, but it is in that immediate neighborhood.

Mr. SHIVELY. Why, here is the communieation, if the
Senator pleases, from the Commissioner of Pensions himself,
stating that the disbursements for 1911 fo the soldiers on ac-
count of the Civil War were $103,337,304.95. That was for the
fiscal year 1911.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. And that entirely omits the widows.

Mr. SHIVELY. It omits the widows. It includes the nurses.

Mr, SMITH of Georgia Yes; and here is the statement that
the total amount was $158,000,000.

Mr. SHIVELY. That is the total amount of pensions for all
purposes.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Not at all; it is the total amount of
pensions for the pensioners of the Civil War.
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Mr. SHIVELY. Oh, the Senator is mistaken.

Mr. WILLTAMS. The Senator said $158,000,000.
$148,000,000,

Mr. SHIVELY. The Senator is utterly mistaken.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Did T say $158,000,000?

Mr. SHIVELY. The Senator did.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I meant $148,000,000. It is $157,-
825,160.35 for all; $148,231,665.51 for the Civil War. I may
be §2,000,000 too high; it may not be exactly $150,000,000, but
it is very nearly that, and it will be very nearly that for the
coming year. It was $148,800,000 for the last year to the pen-
gioners of the Civil War alone,

Mr. SHIVELY. Has the Senator the figures of the year
before?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. The figures of the year before were
$2,000,000 more; the year before that, $2,000,000 more; and the
year before that, $10,000,000 less.

So, Mr. President, the best basis I have on which to estimate
the pay roll for this year is last year's pay roll. Last year's
pay roll was $148,800,000 to the pensioners of the Civil War,
which was about 25 per cent of the entire income of the Govern-
ment from ordinary sources. When you add $75,000,000 more
you . take one-third of the entire income of the Government.
I have not criticized their taking one-third of it. I am only
insisting that that is what the advocates of the Sherwoed bill
are seeking to do; and if they do take one-third of it, then we
must go to work and cut everything else everywhere.

Mr. KERN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yleld to the junior Senator from Indiana? 3

Mr. SMITH of Georgin. Yes.

Mr. KERN. I understand the Senator from Georgia to think
that this Government can not afford to pay this vast amount of
money to the soldiers. I want to ask him this question: If it be
true, as I assert it is, that throughout the North there are
scores of thousands of old soldiers 70, 75, and 80 years old who
can not live on the pensions they receive, what are we to do
with those soldiers of the Nation? 'What is to become of them?
Are we to stand by and see them put in the almshouse?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr. President, I will present a view
responsive to the Senator from Indiana. One of the amend-
ments to the bill which I sent up provided that no payments
should be made to men whose incomes were $1,200 a year or more.
If there are old soldiers who need more and must have it, then,
the basis of giving it to them being that they need it, why not
apply the same principle and stop paying to those who do not
need it? I am pressing upon the Senate the fact that the
Sherwood pension advecates are endeavoring to have passed a
bill that would take one-third of the entire revenue of the Gov-
ernment for the next fiscal year, and that if they succeed we
must cut to pieces all our other lines of work. .

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President:

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yleld to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes.

Mr, CUMMINS, The Senator from Georgia has made several
times during the course of his address the statement that we
have just heard. I am interested to know whether he believes
that if we add to our appropriations for pensions $75,000,000, or
$30,000,000, or whatever we may add, the Government has no
other course to pursue except to reduce by that amount the ap-
propriations for other necessary functions of the Government?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I can not say that I do not believe
that there are other means of raising revenue., If I am correct
in my view of certain legal principles, there is a way to raise
revenue which I think the Senator from Iowa, as well as myself,
would cordially approve. At present we have not succeeded in
enforeing it.

Mr. CUMMINS. Mr. President, I think the Senator from
Georgia will agree with me that one way of increasing the
revenue has been alreandy established and approved by the
Supreme Court of the United States; and I am sure the Senator
from Georgia does not doubt our power to increase our revenue
along the general lines that have been already approved as con-
stitutional by the Supreme Court. Therefore ought we not, in
determining how much we should give the old soldiers, to con-
sider their needs, their demands, the just demands upon us—in
other words, the merits of the proposition—rather than the
necessity of reducing the other appropriations of the Govern-
ment by the amount we may increase the pension roll?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I think we should consider both.
I think we should plan the way to raise our revenue, and then
we should consider all of our responsibilities, in determining
the just distribution of our revenue,

He meant

Mr. CUMMINS. One other question—

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
vield further to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. CUMMINS. I do not know whether it is proper to refer
to the other branch of Congress in the way I was about to refer
to it, but if it be improper, I assure the Senator it is unin-
tentional. As I understand, the House of Representatives has
passed a bill which is now before us, known as the Sherwood
bill, which very considerably increases the payments of the
Government., After that, in order to provide the Government
with means or money with which to meet the increased appro-
priations, it has adopted a plan of taxation, and it has already
sent to us legislation which will meet the increased amount
which we may provide in the pension roll. If the bill passed
by the House is insufficient, I am sure the Senator from Georgia
will agree that a very slight addition to the percentage of taxa-
tion will bring into the Treasury of the United States an ample
amount with which to discharge our obligations.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I feel sure the judgment of the
Senator from Iowa as to the propriety of referring to what has
been done in the House can be relied upon by myself, and that
as he has referred to it I can also refer to it. I do not under-
stand that the House has provided a special measure to meet
this increased tax upon the Treasury.

I understood that the special bill applicable to an income tax
had reference to a loss of revenue that was to be produced by
placing certain things upon the free list, the two measures hav-
ing passed at the same time. Of course there are various ways
to raise revenue, and the Government may raise it. I am treat-
ing of the revennes as they are now indicated, and I am treating
of the expenses as they are now indicated; and I am pressing
upon the Senate the faet that according to the present light
before the Treasury Department, and according to the present
light before the chairman of 'the Appropriations Committee
of the House, it appears that this $75,000,000 of additional
pensions will tax our revenue to the amount of about one-
third.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
vield to the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Yes.

Mr. McCUMBER. May I suggest to the Senafor that while
the House passed one bill which I think would add to our
revenues—or, at least, it was so estimated—some $45,000,000,
in another bill they cut down the revenues $52,000,000 from
another source?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I have just referred to that fact.
The Senator probably did not hear me. I stated in reply to
the Senator from Iowa that I understood that the bill inereas-
ing the revenue was to meet another bill passed at the same
time taking the duty off certain things and putting them upon
the free list.

Mr. CUMMINS. DMr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Iowa?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Certainly.

Mr. CUMMINS. I should like to say to the Senator from
Georgia that T did not attempt to analyze the motives of the
House bill. I have assumed that the House—and I think the
Senator from Georgia ought to have as much confidence in the
House as I have—will provide, or has provided, the revenne
necessary to meet the expenditures which it has authorized, or
will authorize. The House has exclusive jurisdietion in the
origination of revenuve measures, and I think it must be assumed
that it has taken up and passed those measures which will keep
the Government of the United States solvent.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. I was using In my argument the
fizures furnished in a speech by the chairman of the Appropria-
tions Committee in the House, in which he warned the House
not to pass this $75,000,000 bill, because it would produce a de-
ficit, because there was no provision to meet it. If it is proper
to refer to what happened in the House, I may repeat that the
chairman of the Appropriations Committee of the House, in
speaking against the Sherwood bill, emphasized the fact that
already there was no provision made to meet the necessary de-
mands upon the Treasury; and this would be $75,000,000 more
that the Treasury would be unable to meet.

I had intended, Mr. President, to oceupy only a few minutes,
The interruptions really have caunsed me to occupy much more
time than I had expected. Already there have been paid to
pensioners of the Civil War $4100,000,000. Those figures are
g0 large that the public mind does not know what they mean.
Four thousand one hundred millions have been paid te pen-

gloners of the Civil War—four thousand one htmdred millions.
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I wish to make a comparison of those figures to something prac-
tical to try to comprehend what they mean.

According to the last report of the Census Bureau the entire
property value of the farm lands, farm property, buildings, im-
plements, machinery, and live stock of the States of Maine,
New Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, and
Connecticut was $867,000,000.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President——

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Georgia
yield to the Senator from Idaho?

Mr., SMITH of Georgia. I do.

Mr. HEYBURN. Will the Senator allow me? I would sug-
gest to the Senator from Georgia that, comparing the figures
here given as to the amount paid in pensions with the fig-
ures representing the five years' cost of the war, there was
$3,330,000,000 expended in the five years.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. Mr, President, what I desire to do
is to show how much has been spent on pensions and what it
means, and that I shall proceed to do. Five times as much has
been paid for pensions of the Civil War as the entire value, ac-
cording to the last census, of the farm lands, the improvements
thereon, the agricultural implements, and live stock in the
New England States.

Again, the census shows that in 1870 the States of Texas,
Arkansas, Louisiana, Mississippi, Alabama, Georgia, Florida,
Tennessee, South Carolina, North Carolina, and Virginia had
agricultural lands, buildings, implements, live stock, and so
forth, to the total value of $1,042,000,000. So we have spent
on pensions of the Civil War four times as much as the entire
value of the agricultural lands, farm buildings, implements,
and live stock of the 11 Southern States, according to the census
of 1870.

I only wish to emphasize the fact that the Government has
not been close in this matter of pensions to the Civil War
veterans. FEloquent speakers upon the floor have approached
the subject as if the Government had been illiberal to the Ciyil
War soldiers. The Government has given to the pensioners of
the Civil War five times as much as the present value of New
Ingland lands, improvement, and live stock, and four times as
much as that of the entire Southern States in 1870.

According to our system the payment of taxes is distributed
according to population. The South had one-fourth of the
population of the Union during these pas: 40 years. Then the
Secuth has paid one-fourth of this $4,000,000,000. These 11
States have paid toward the pension to soldiers of the Civil
War over $1,000,000,000. They have paid toward the pensions
as much as all their agricultural lands, farms, improvements,
implements, and live stock were worth in 1870,

I am not here to enter any complaint or to murmur about it.
I only wisched to illustrate what has been done and to urge
that to add $75,000,000 more annually was indefensible.

Mr. SIMMONS. I would like to ask the Senator one ques-
tion.

Mr. SMITH of Georgia.. Certainly.

Mr. SIMMONS. The argument has been made all through
this discussion that this enormous increase in the amount of
pensions is justified by the needs of the old soldiers, those who
are 65, 70, and 75 years of age. I believe there is nothing in the
bill that limits the pensions to those who are in a needy con-
dition. The Senator has just said he was going to offer an
amendment for that purpose. -

Has the Senator any information as to the number of those
who were on the roll and who will be benefited by this increase
who are in needy and indigent circumstances as compared with
those who will get this increase who are well-to-do and inde-
pendent?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. No; I have not. I thank the Sena-
tor for calling my attention to it. I wish to say, however, that
the first amendment I propose, which will remove from the
pension roll nonresidents of the United States other than those
who are suffering from injuries of service origin or wounds,
or the widows of soldiers who died as the result of service in-
juries or wounds, ought to save at least $500,000. I should think
we could expect to save $20,000,000 a year if the amendment is
adopted providing that we shall cease paying pensions to men
who have incomes of over $1,200 a year, always, of course, pro-
vided that they were not suffering from wounds or injuries of
service origin. I am sorry that I have not any figures on that
subject. No statistics have been prepared on it

Mr. SIMMONS. Does not the Senator think that of the old
soldiers who are now drawing pensions and who are going to
receive increased pensions under this bill, unless some limit
as to income is imposed, such as is proposed in the Sena-
tor's amendment, a considerable percentage in nearly every
community are prosperous and independent people?

Mr. SMITH of Georgia. We certainly ought to be able to
estimate that at least 25 per cent of them are prosperous; and
if that were true, the saving by ceasing to pay pensions to
men with incomes of $1,200 or more, would make a very sub-
stantial impression upon the pension roll.

I also intended to suggest that we ought to strike out the
provision increasing the pensions of soldiers of the Mexican
War. They are getting $12 a month. I see no reason why
they should all be put at $30 a month. I have heard of no
great complaint or demand from them. It is true they are old,
but old age comes to everyone.

It seems to me, Mr. President, that we have all overlooked
one thing in connection with old age and lack of money.
Seventy-five per cent of the people of our country will grow
old in poverty, but they have their children, and as they cared
for their children during the days of the youth of the children,
what a joy and what a privilege it should be to the children
to care for the parents in their advancing years. I think it
can safely be said that 756 per cent of our people all over the
land rely in old age upon their splendid boys and girls for sup-
port and the privilege of contribution to parents of advanced
years should be to children the highest privilege.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. Mr. President, I served four
years in the Confederate Army. I was wounded four times,
I am very glad I was not killed. It is good for me and for
my country that I survived. I am glad that I survived to sup-
port and aid the Government that my forefathers helped to
establish.

I did not enter the Confederate Army for pay or pension.
If I had I wogld have made a grievous mistake, because I
have received no pension and I recelved very little pay. My
pay as a captain of infantry during the last years of the
war, a month’s pay, would not have purchased me a pair of
pants, and I needed thein sometimes sorely in order to appear
in respectable society.

Mr. President, I have the kindest feeling for the gallant men
who met us on the field of battle. I would vote to give every
one of them a pension not only to meet the necessities of life,
but to provide the comforis of life in old age.

But, Mr. President, that is not what we are asked in this
bill to do. We are asked to grant indiscriminately a service
pension. Whilst I have that kindly feeling for the men who
met us on the battle field, and I feel drawn toward them every
time I meet them, and they have nothing but kindly feelings
for the old Confederate soldiers, it is reserved for the men who
never saw an armed Confederate and never heard the rebel
yell on the battle field when it meant death to many on both

| sides to harber resentment against the soldiers of the South.

Mpr. President, the South has contributed without a murmur
to paying pensions in all these years until they have paid over
$4,000,000,000, and we are willing to go on, but when it comes
to a proposal to increase that by $75,000,000 a year I think
we have the right to stand up and say that it is getting a little
irksome.

In the South there are thousands of men who fought for
four years in the Confederate Army who are not getting a
dollar of pension. In my State there are thousands of them
who are getting less than $50 a year. They were as patriotic
as the men of the North. They fought for what they believed
Eo !L)lf right and they offered up their lives in testimony of their
aith.

No man who entered that army had been paid a bounty.
We volunteered, and the pay of the Confederate soldier at the
close of the war, when resolved into gold, was less than $1 a
month. We saw all the privations of our friends on the other
side. We saw all the hunger and starvation. I remember, Mr.
President, that I went the last two years of the war hungry
all the time. The main opportunities which we had to grat-
ify our appetite were by capturing something from our op-
ponents, the enemy, and but for that we would have suffered
grievously.

I believe that the Government ought to be fair and liberal
to the men of the North who fought the battles of the country.
I am willing to vote to pension every gallant man who met us
on the battle field and stood facing death, a pension that will
not only provide for the necessities of life, but for the com-
forts of life in his old age. Not one can make an appeal here
that will not have a responsive throb in my heart. But for
this indiscriminate service pension I am not disposed to vote,
and I shall vote for the McCumber bill as a substitute for the
Sherwood bill because I think it infinitely more just and reason-
able than the former.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, at this late hour of the eve-
ning I do not rise to make a speech, but I simply want to state
my position.
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For 10 years I have been in the Seuate of the United States
and ! have voted for more than a billion and a half dollars of
pensions. I have never lifted my voice against any pension
bill. Neither has any Member on this side of the Chamber,
the southern Senators preferring to let the northern Senators
settle this among themselves. But I am opposed to this, I
think, very, very extraordinary and extravagant pension bill.

Mr. President, what is the parlinmentary situation? I think
I know what it is, but I will ingnire of the Chair whether or
not I am right. As I understand it, the guestion now pending
before the Senate is the substitute known as the McCumber bill,
reported from the committee, as a substitute for the Sherwood
bill or the House bill. If the amendment of the Senator from
North Dakota called the McCumber bill should be adopted, it
will then become an amendment to the Sherwood bill, and the

question would then recur upon the passage of the House bill

as amended by the MeCumber bill. Am I right in that?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator correctly states the
parliamentary situation. The pending question, however, is an
amerdment to the substitute reported by the Senator from
North Dakota.

Mr. OVERMAN. I mean when it is amended or is perfected.

While I am opposed to the McCumber bill, I know that some
pension legislation is going to be passed here this evening, either
the McCumber bill or the Sherwood bill, and while opposed to
the MeCumber bill, T shall vote for it as an amendment unless
it is amended, hoping thereby that I may, with my vote, help
to defeat what is known as the Sherwood bill. Then, if the
McCumber amendment or the McCumber bill should be adopted
as an amendment to the Sherwood bill, I propose to vote against
the bill as amended, because I am opposed to this legislation.

Now, Mr. President, just one word more, In the very elo-
quent speech made by the Senator from Indiana [Mr. Kerx] a
few days ago he uttered this sentence or paragraph:

If you say that you have patiently—

He was speaking to the southern Senators and the southern
people.

If you say that you have patiently and uncomp]ainingly borne the
burdens entailed by the war for nearly half a century, with
ou, but remind yon that we have carried our full s m}g
urden and at the same time have contributed some
velopment of the new

Have the people of Indiana carried the same burdens as the
people of the State of North Carolina, or that which the people
of any Southern State have carried? While Indiana has paid
in pensions $4,000,000 under the pension appropriations of 1911,
she received back $10.000,000, or $6,000,000 more than she pnid
out, while North Carolina paid $3,800,000 and received £600,000,
or $3,000,000 more than she received. The population of the
last census was 91,900,000, speaking in round numbers. There
was paid in pensions in 1911 $158,000,000, or $1.73 per capita.
I speak in round numbers.

Alabama's part was $3.608,000. She reccived $£596,000 and
paid in excess of receipts $3,100,000.

In Arkansas, Florida, Georgia, and Louisiana, and all the 11
geceding States the same effect is shown.

Georgia, for example, paid out $4,500,000 and received $500,000,
or paid in excess of receipts $3,970,000.

Indiana paid $4.600,000 and received $10,281,000, or received
$5,609,000 more than she paid.

Ohio——

Mr. SHIVELY rose.

Mr. OVERMAN. Listen; I will give you more startling
figures than that

Mr., SHIVELY. I ask the Senator on what he bases his
figures.

Mr. OVERMAN. T base it on the population. This table
shows that in 1010 there were 91,000,000 people in this coun-
try. I divided that by the pension appropriation of 1911 and
it showed that each person’s share, or per eapita, was $1.73.
Then I took your population, multiplied it by $1.73, and it
ghows you have paid $4,000,000 and received $10,000,000.

Mr. SHIVELY. That is on the basis ef a per capita tax?

Mr. OVERMAN. On the basgis of a per capita tax.

Ohio paid $8,000,000 and received back the enormous sum of
$15,000,000, or received in excess of payment $7,339,000.

Illinois, Indiana, and Ohio, all three, received in cxcess of
receipts $14,000,000.

I only give these facts to show in reply to the Senator from
Indiana [Mr. Kesnx] that the South has borne her share and
borne more than her share in comparison with Indiana. In-
diana does not share, but she received more revenue than she
paid out—the enormous sum of $10,000,000.

. I submit at this point the table from which I have guoted the
gures.

ot the same
g to the de-

$3. 985, 719, 836. 03
842 287, 41

1,972, 266

$159, Q1D 28T 41

Alggunigrlmid In Civil-War pensions, 18668 to June
Amount paid In all war pensi

, 1011
Population last ¢
Pald in penslons, 1011, $1.73 per capita__ - ___

Alnbamad populn.tlnn 1911$12 ,138,093 :

$3, 698, 900. 89
596,

Beeeived , 445. T4
Paid In excess of receipts 8,102, 455. 15

Arkansas, po'pulatlon 1911, 1,574,449:
Paid t at $1.78 2,723, T96. 77
Ilecelved in pensinns 1,642, 605. 59
Paid in excess of recelpts_ . ___ 1, 081, 101.18

Florida, dyopt:]ation 1911, 75‘_’.619'

to pens«!ons at $ 1, 302, 030, 87
Rem:ved 815, 836. TT
Paid in excess of receipts 486, 194. 10

Georgls, population, 1911$2.609 ' b B

4, 513, 779. 33
5

Received in g 43, 352. 41
Paid in exceas of recelpts. oo e 3, 970, 426. 92
Loulu&nnn, population, 1911, 1,656,388 :
Paid to pensions, at $1 PR s 2, 865, 651. 24
Received in pensions 1, 024, 613, 60
Paid in excess of receipts 1, 840, 937. 64
Mississippl, population, 1911, 1,707,114 :
Paid to pensions, at $1.781__ """ _________ 3, 109, 007, 22
Received in pen B 724, 961, B2
Paid in excess of receipts 2, 384, 045. 40
North Carolina, population, 1011, 2,206,287 :
Paid to p i at §1.73 3, 818, 876. 51
Received in 634, 072, 49
Paid in excess of receipts 3, 102, 804. 02
South Carolina, opnlation. 1911 1,615,400 :
Pald to pens ons, at AN sl et L N 2, 621, 842. 00
Received in 302 562, 44
Paid in excess of recelpts________________ 2, 319, 079. 58
Tennessee, population, 1911, 2,184,789 :
Pald to pensions, at $1.73 8,779, 684. 97
Recei i 3, 190, 810, 87
Paid In excess of receipts 58S, 874.10
Texas, population, 1911, 3.806,542:
Paid to pensions, P R R et i 6,721, 017. 68
ived in p 1, 504, B31. 68
FPald in excess of receipts 5, 216, 165. 98
V!.rglnla populatlon. 1911, 2,061,612:
to pensions at $l 73 8, 566, 588. 78
Recelnd in p 1, 489, 533. 80
Paid In of receipts 2,077,034, 96
Eleven seceding States, 1911
Pald___ 38, 718, 876. 22
Received o 12, 489, 6067. 21
Excess payments 26,229, 209.01
Hlinois, population, 1911 638 591 :
Pnldp?u pensio: -t ________________ e 9, 754, T62. 43
Recelved in pens 0115 = 10, 833, 222 56
Recelved In excess of payments___.________ 1, 078, 460, 13

Indiana, population, 1911, 2,"00 876:

Pald to pensions, at 3 £ NG = 4, 672, 515. 48
Recelved in p 10, 281, 779. 61
Recelved In excess of payments___________ 5, 005, 264. 13

Ohip, ulation, 1011 4767,121 d
Paid 1o p . at $1. ; 247, 119. 83
Received in ons i3, 638, 280, 83
Received in excess of payments__ e 7, 391, 167. 50

I]lln%t:. In;i.l's:.;m. and Ohlo: 22,674, 39 3
11 3, .
Rege?ptx a6, 753, 285. (2)3

Excess receipts 14, 078, 891. 76

Therefore, Mr, President, I say the South has more than
borne its burden. It is willing to share in liberal appropria-
tions for pensions, but we protest against these enormous, ex-
travagant appropriations.

Why, Mr. President, the South has paid more in the way of
pensions since the Olvil War than France paid as a penalty to
Germany for the Franco-Prussian War, and still we nre not
grumbling and have not grumbled in the past. I have been on
the Pension Committee, and I have never opposed a pension, as
the chairman of the committee well knows. I never lifted my
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voice against pensions, and it is only now, when this unprece-
dented, inexcusable, and extravagant bill comes, that I in duty
bound feel that I must protest and lift my voice against it.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. Mr. President, the Senator from
North Carolina [Mr, OversmaN] speaks of the burdens that have
been borne by the South as a result of the war, and reads with
some pride the burdens especially borne by the people of North
Carolina. I simply rise to remind the Senator from North
Carolina that this entire pension burden, as he calls it, counld
have been avoided by the South had they been loyal to the
Union. I have not the slightest disposition to criticize them
unkindly. I served in Congress a good many years by the side
of men who fought in the Confederate Army, and this is the
first time I hawe ever heard a southern statesman or southern
soldier, in my presence, complain of the burdens of the pension
roll or our treatment of our defenders.

Mr. OVERMAN. Did the Senator hear what I said. T said,
in reply to the Senator from Indiana [Mr. KerN] when he spoke
of it as a burden, that the South has done its part.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I think I understoed the Senator
correetly. I weould not attribute to him any remarks that he
did not make.

I have the highest respect for my honored friend, the Senator
from North Carolina, but I shall not remain silent and hear
Senators from the South complain of the burdens that our Gov-
ernment has been called upon to bear on account of the war
and because of your own unwillingness to live with us under
the same flag in a united country. It was not our soldiers who
fired upon Fort Sumter and made these burdens necessary.

Burdens, indeed! The highest service pension that any sol-
dier of the Civil War receives, whatever his rank, from private
to major general, if he is less than 75 years of age, at this time,
50 years after the war is over, is a little less than 50 cents a day.
Is the soldier of the Civil War now living who was wounded and
is sick and old and dying not worth this recognition at the hands
of the Government he saved? :

I said a few moments ago that distinguished southern men
who served in wars prior to the Civil War had not only received
it with evident satisfaction, but had asked the Government to
reward them for their military services. That list includes no
lees conspicuous men than Gens. Robert E. Lee and Stonewall
Jackson, and many others, who were not above asking this Gov-
ernment to reward them for sacrifices and gallantry in the War
with Mexico. Over 68,000,000 acres of land was asked for and
received by soldiers who fought in the wars prior to the War of
the Rebellion. This Government in the past has been generous
to its defenders and the heroes of the Civil War are worthy of
our greatest solicitude.

The Senator from North Carolina refers to the pension budget
growing out of the Franco-Prussian War. France may not pay
her soldiers as she should; it is not for me to criticize her; but
this matchless Government of ours remembered one of the sol-
diers of France and gave to Gen. Lafayette for his services in
the Revolutionary War 11,000 acres of valuable land, and then
Congress allowed him to select in addition 36 square miles of
land on the public domain and gave him $200,000 in gold and
sent him away to his foreign home. He was a noble soldier
and patriot in the cause of liberty, but no more heroic than
hundreds of thousands of brave boys who defended the Union
on a hundred battle fields, Were they ever thus remembered?
I would not dim the luster of the alien patriot; but no more
gallant, no more leroic, no more honorable service was ever
rendered by any soldier than that of hundreds of thousands of
brave men who fought in the trenches of the South that we
might have a united country, and this bill must do them justice.

This is not the time to reeall again the sufferings of our sol-
diers, this is not the hour to rekindle the flames of passion now
happily extinguished, but T shall never sit silent in this Chamber
when the burdens of government laid on us by the rebellion,
for which we were not responsible, are held up as a reason why
we should now scrutinize carefully and withhold the rewards
that are honestly due our soldiers living.

For several years I occupied a seat in the House of Repre-
sentatives next to gallant Joe Wheeler, of Alabama. I never
heard his vote cast against a worthy pension bill. I know of the
record of the distinguished Senator from Alabama [Mr. JoHN-
stoN]; I honor him for his serviee and his loyalty and his
patriotism to the cause in which he mistakenly believed. Sirs,
you have taken care of your own soldiers of the Confederacy;
vou have shown the most commendable zeal in caring for your
sick and your wounded and your suffering and your poor
veterans of the South; but it seems to me that the record of
 Senators so honorable in war on either side wonld be more
lnminous and brilliant and creditable if they could treat their
foes with magnanimous generosity and kindness,

Mr. President, I had intended to go more thoroughly into
this matter, but I am admonished that possibly a better service
can be rendered to those in need if we are permitted to vote
now ; to pass some measure of helpfulness to theze old veterans.
My course is simple, plain, and straightforward. I shall not
vote against any just pension bill. The parliamentary situa-
tion of this present controversy has been stated by the Chair
in answer to the inquiry of a distinguished Senator on this
side of the Chamber. The first vote to be taken is upon the
McCumber substitute recommended by the Committee on Ien-
sions. I do not like the substitute as well as I do the House
bill. If I had an opportunity to do so I would vote to substi-
tute the House bill for the Senate bill. That, however, is not
possible because of the parliamentary situation. Senators on
the other side of the Chamber will vote——

Mr. SHIVELY. Mr. President

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Michigan
yield to the Senator from Indiana? :

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. In just a moment. Senators on
the other side of the Chamber opposed to the Sherwood bill may
help pass the McCumber bill ; Senators on this side of the same
mind may refuse to-pass the Sherwood bill. Cooperating to-
gether, the attempt to relieve the =oldiers may fail, and I shall
not be a party to the failure. I propose to vote when my name
is called in favor of every just bill that is caleulated to improve
the status of the Union soldier. Now I yield to the Senator
from Indiana.

Mr. SHIVELY. Does not the Senator from Michigan under-
stand the situation to be that the Sherwood bill was reported
back to the Senate with the Smoot amendment offered as a
substitute for it?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I think the Senator from Indiana
is correct.

Mr. SHIVELY. So that a vote for the Smoot amendment
is a vote to displace the Sherwood bill?

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. No, Mr. President; I take issue
with the Senator from Indiana, There are Senators on the
other side of the Chamber, I think I may say with perfect
propriety, who do not favor the Sherwood bill and who willingly
seek relief from that bill by voting to substitute the MeCum-
ber bill. There are Senators on this side of the Chamber who
do not favor the Sherwood bill and who will therefore vote to
substitute the MceCumber bill. If I vote “nay” on the McCum-
ber bill, and those who are opposed to the other bill withdraw
from its support on final passage, it will leave us who favor
either bill without votes enough to carry the bill through this
Chamber. I am not willing to be put in that position and shall
vote “yes" on each proposition.

Mr., NEWLANDS. Mr. President, it is my purpose to vote
for the MeCumber bill, which, I understand, will earry with it
an appropriation of about $30,000,000 for the fiscal year, as
against $£50,000,000 or $75.000,000 by the House bill. I should
be glad to add to that bill—

Mr. SHIVELY. Will the Senator from Nevada yield to me
just at that point?

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. NEWLANDS. Yes.

Mr. SHIVELY, It is only fair to say that the author of the
Sherwood bill, who has spent much time and given great labor
in the preparation of statistics on the question, utterly denies
that his bill will carry any such sum as $75,000,000, insisting
that that is an exaggeration; and that much, I think, ought to
be stated. It can not merely be taken for granted that every-
body admits that it will carry the immense sum indicated.

Mr. NEWLANDS. My understanding was that the bill wounld
probably carry the first year not more than $50,000,000, but
that it would gradually inerease, '

Mr CURTIS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. NEWLANDS. I do.

Mr. CURTIS. As I understand, it is the estimate of the
department, even if you take their figures, that the Sherwood
bill for the first year will only require the expenditure of
$32,000,000.

Mr, NEWLANDS. Will the Senator state how much it will
cost in subsequent years?

Mr. CURTIS., The estimate of the department, with which
I do not agree, is that it will be $84,000,000 the second year.

Mr. McCUMBER. Eighty-seven million dollars the second
year, if I am correct.

Mr. CURTIS. That is, under the estimate of the department
it will be $S87,000,000 the second year, and after the second
year the amount will decrease each year.
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Mr. NEWLANDS. It will be safe, then, to say that, ac-
cording to the estimate of the Pension Bureau, the appropria-
tions for the next five years would average about $75,000,000,
would it not?

Mr. SHIVELY. No. :

Mr. McCUMBER. I think I can give the Senator from
Nevada the correct statement.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Nevada
yield, and to whom?

Mr. NEWLANDS.
Dakota.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, under the Sherwood bill
for the first year the expenditure would be something over
$32,000,000, and the second year it would be about $87,000,000,
in addition to the present expenditure. The average would be
something over $56,000,000 for the next five years above the
present appropriation. Under the substitute the first year, de-
pending on when the bill will pass, the expenditure would range
from eleven to fourteen million dollars; the second year, about
$33,000,000, with an average of about $20,000,000 for the five
years, That will give the Senator from Nevada an idea of the
status of the two bills.

Mr. NEWLANDS. I was about to remark, Mr. President,
that I would be glad to provide for an additional fund of, say,
£5,000,000 annually, which would be expended under the regu-
lation and direction of an examining board upon cases of dis-
ability and incapacity to earn a living; or I would be glad to
support an amendment that would provide that for the next
five years the lapsed pensions, those pensions lapsing through
the death of the pensiomers, should go into a fund for the
relief of those who actually required relief.

We arve told, Mr. President, that in view of the increased de-
mands upon the Treasury for pensions it is necessary for us
to diminish the great constructive work of the Nation, and
figures have been gone into elaborately to prove that this must
be the case. I contend that a great, wealthy, and powerful
Nation like this should never allow its constructive work to be
varied, to be diminished by exigencies of this kind. Outside of
the revenues from the Post Office Department, we have a gross
revenue of about $750,000,000, of which about $30,000,000 comes

I yield to the Senator from North

from the corporation tax and the balance in about equal pro- |

portions from internal-revenue and customs duties. Of that
$750,000,000, we to-day spend only about $100,000.,000 upon real
constructive work—the constructive work on our waterways,
on our public buildings, in the enlargement of our Navy, in the
construction of fortifications, and in the acquisition of forests.
The amount which we now spend annually for constructive
work onght to be increased to at least $150,000,000.

Instend of $25,000,000 we should spend at least $50,000,000
annually for the next 10 years in cooperation with the States in
developing our waterways for navigation and every other useful
purpose. We ought also to appropriate at least $25,000,000 to
be used in cooperation with the States in developing the roads of
the country.

I would not diminish the constructive work of the Nation. I
would provide for it by increased taxation. It is, of course, im-
possible, and, if possible, it would be absolutely unjust, to exact
more revenue from the consumption of the country in the shape of
internal-revenue taxes and customs duties, a form of taxation
which amounts practically to an equal capitation tax imposed
alike on rich and poor, regardless of fortune or wealth. The
wealth of the country thus far is practically untaxed. There is
no reason why we should not raise from $50,000,000 to $75,000,000
more annually by a tax imposed upon inheritances, by an excise
tax such as has been framed by the House of Representatives,
and by a tax upon incomes. A tax of 1 per cent would cover
the additions to our constructive work; a tax of 2 per cent
would greatly enlarge them, and even then the wealth of the
country would not bear its fair proportion of Federal burdens.

Mr. President, by this bill it is proposed to increase the ex-
penditures of the Government $20.000,000 or $25,000,000 in the
case of the substitute bill and $50,000,000 under the original
bill. Whatever may be the action of Congress, whether it adopt
the lesser or the greater bill, T believe it to be the duty of
Congress at this session to see to it that taxes are imposed upon
wealth sufficient to take care of this expenditure without
diminishing the constructive work of the country.

We are told that we must stay naval construction if this bill
is passed; we are told that we must postpone our public build-
ings bill. Mr. President, I believe that thus far we have paid
too much attention to the building of fighting ships and have not
thus far sufiiciently developed the auxiliary Navy necessary to
support them in case of war. I would therefore diminish the
expenditure on fighting ships and increase the expenditure upon

the auxiliary ships; but I think that we ought to expend at least
$25,000,000 annually in the extension of our Navy.

I do not think that we should halt the expenditure of
$8,000,000- or $10,000,000 annually upon our fortifications. As
to public buildings, whilst I believe that our method of ad-
ministering that department of the Government should be radi-
cally changed ; that it should be taken entirely out of the spoils
system and placed under the direction of a bureaun of archi-
tecture and arts, with a commission of architects and con-
structors—the best in the country—to aid that bureau in its
plans and in its work, I do not believe that $30,000,000 annually
is too large a sum to expend for our public buildings.

I do not believe simply because we have the emergency of a
presidential election before us, an emergency that comes every
four years, that we should make a record of sham economy by
postponing the great constructive work of the country. It de-
ceives no one, and it halts the regular and steady progress of
gavernmental work.

Mr. President, it is said that our revenue is to be reduced
because of the reduction of the tax on sugar, and perhaps in
other ways through tariff legislation. I do not think there is
any necessity for providing for such reduction at this session,
for we all know that whilst both Houses of Congress and the
President of the United States are in favor of a reduction of
customs duties, we are unable in a businesslike way by busi-
ness negotiations between the two Houses and the Executive
to agree upon a reduction of taxation that will be a substantial
advantage to the publie, and yet at the same time conflict with
no theory of tariff taxation entertained by either.

I should be glad if, when representative government is under
attack throughout the entire country, Congress and the Execu-
tive Department could give to the country an exhibition of
wise, temperate, and businesslike action that would result in
the reduction of customs duties demanded by public opinion
and the making up of the deficiency by a tax on wealth.

If we could act upon this tariff in such a way by the wise
compromise of all the parties that have power with reference
to it, including the Executive, we could then make for any
deficit of revenue by an increase of taxation upon wealth, and
all patriots, regardless of party, could join in this movement.
It would be an encouraging spectacle to the people of the
United States if, when we are just upon the verge of the most
confused political campaign that we have had for years, the
Congress of the United States and the Presiderit of the United
States should give an exhibition to the country of the poise,
equilibrium, and stability of representative government, and
could, whilst facing a change in policies, advance steadily with
the administrative and constructive work of the Government.

So, Mr. President, we are demonstrating every day the neces-
sity for a budget committee, a committee that can survey the
entire field of revenues and expenditures and make their rec-
ommendations to this body, to be acted upon by it with refer-
ence to the apportioning of the revenues or the increase of the
revenues.

I saw a gratifying movement in that direction when the
Senator from Ohio [Mr. Burtox] the other day introduced a
resolution for the revival of the Committee on Public Expendi-
tures, which was organized two years ago for the worthy pur-
poses of determining the budget, and which accomplished nothing
simply because its chairman, after the first meeting or two,
never again called it together. I had hoped that the Senator
from Ohio would press that resolution. There is time for de-
liberation and action now. I am assured by the Senator from
New Hampshire, the chairman of the Itepublican Committee on
Committees, that he is ineclined in the direction of supporting
such a measure. I trust that the Senator from Ohie will
push it; that we will revive that committee, and that we will
take a broad and comprehensive view of the entire situation,
both as to revenues and expenditures and taxation so that we
may demonstrate to the people of the United States the capacity
of this body and the House of Representatives to face serious
changes in policies without disturbing the orderly conduct of
business, publiec or private.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, T shall occupy but a moment.
One of the chief regrets that I have in the fact that T am no
longer young is that I can not hope to live to see the day when
the occasion for patriotic utterances may not necessarily have
to find its inspiration in the events of a fratricidal war. I
only wish to add that that regret is lessened by the fact that
happily it has been very rarely within the last 15 or 20 years
that in this connection anything has been said in this Chamber
which would be calculated to wound any of those of us who are
Members of this body. Possibly not more than two or three
times within my recollection have such words been uttered in
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this Chamber:; and that fact is very greatly appreciated by
those of us whom such words are caleulated to offend or wound.

1 did mot, however, rise for the purpose of saying that, or
for the purpese of pursuing any thought of that kind. I only
allude to the subject because of some words which have un-
happily been uttered in this debate. My purpose in now arising
is to say a word which will prevent any misconstruction of
the vote which I shall east upon this occasion or of the motive
which actuates if.

Of course, it is perfectly natural that a vote against pensions
to Union soldiers cast by one who comes from my section,
especially by one who himself dates back to the peried of the
Civil War, should be constroed inte an Indisposition to the
granting of proper and liberal pensions to the soldiers of the
Union in that war. I simply wish to say in evidence to the
contrary that during my service in the Senate I have ac-
quiesced in, and by that acquiescence supported, the payment of
more than two thousand millions of dellars to the Union soldiers
of the Civil War. During the more than 1T years of my service
here that amount, and more than that amount, has been carried
by the pemsion bills which have been passed without a single
negative vote being cast by any Senator from the South. I want
to say that that is not an estimate of the amount; but that T
myself to-day have gone over the figures, and that not only two
thousand millions of dollars, but more than that, have been ap-
propriated for the payment of these pensions during my term of
service in the Senate. More than the stupendous amount of two
thousand three hundred millions of dollars have been thus ap-
propriated in that time without a word of dissent from myself or
any other Senator from my section of the country, but on the
contrary with their entire acquiescence and support. That fact
must forever refute the suggestion that Southern Senators have
hean, or are, unwilling to vote liberal pensions to the Union
soldiers.

In that time, Mr, President, there has never been a debate in
the Senate, so far as I can recall, upon the granting of pensions
to the Union soldiers. So far as I recall—and I think I am cor-
rect in my recollection—ihere has never been a single negative
vote cast during that time by a Senator from the Southern

States on the appropriation of that large amount of money for,

the Union soldiers.

That fact is the more significant, Mr. President, from the ad-
ditional fact that when I eame into this Chamber there was
scarcely a Senator from the SBouth who had not been a Confeder-
ate soldier. There are left of us now only four, and possibly
with two or three exceptions I do not recall a single Senator
who then sat on this side of the Chember from the South who
had not been a Confederate soldier.

What was the significance of that attitude? The significance
of that attitude on the part of southern Senators was this: That
we recognized the propriety of leaving entirely to the Senators
from the North the guestion of pensions to be granted to the
. Union soldiers. What they determined in this regard we ac-
quiesced in. That was practically what we did. It was not
the action of one year or of a few years, but of all the years.

T think I may say with confidence that if the bill whiech is
now before the Senate were the usual bill to appropriate
one hundred and fifty or one hundred and sixty millions of
dollars for the year, in addition to the more than two thousand
three hundred millions of dollars which have been previously
appropriated since I have been here, no single southern Sena-
tor would raise his voice sgainst it, and no single southern
Senator wonld cast his vote against it. For myself, I desire
to say that I would not vote against the bill appropriating
the one hundred and fifty odd millions as heretefore. I have
never done so in the past, and T would not now. T shounld
prefer, even in this instance, Mr. President, with this pro-
posed legislation, that the matter should be left entirely to
the Senators from the North. I should prefer fo let them
fix the amount, and lel tham have the responsibility. If that
were now the attitude which was recognized by the Senate
as the proper aftitude, I should be more than glad to join in it.
I am perfectly willing that the Senators from the North shall
gay what shall be the amount of these pensions, and that they
ghall have the responsibility of it. When I say “ the Senators
from the North,” I do not mean the Senators of any particular
party. I mean the Senators from the Northern States, which
Stntes were on the Union side in our Civil War, or the war
between the States. as it may be called.

I simply state this in order that my vote against this bill
may not be construed as an indisposition to vote what I con-
sider to be liberal and proper pensions, as they have heretofore
been recognized, for the Union soldiers. I would be willing to
go further and not vote at all; but as the situation is such that
we have to vote, I think it is proper, with this explanation,

that-T should say that I shall vote against each of the propo-
gitions—both the minor and the greater preposition—because
I prefer that the pension law shall remain as it is now, with
$155,000,000 or $160,000,000 paid each year for the pensions of
the soldiers. Then if, as proposed by my colleagne, this large
amoéount shall be so distributed as to best meet the wants of
those who are to be its beneficiaries, so much the better. I
have said this much because I do not wish that my vote shall
be t:.:;1351; without calling attention to the facts which I have
Bta L "

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment heretofore offered by the Senator from New Hamp-
shire [Mr. GALLINGER].

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I have sent to the desk cer-
t&il:l amendments, which, if now in order, I should like to have
read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is proper to have them read;
but it-is not now in order to offer them unless they be offered
as amendments to the so-called Gallinger amendment.

Mr. HEYBURN. 1 offer them as amendments to the Gal-
linger amendment first. Then I may offer them again.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The committee amendment is the
part in italies in the bill. The Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. Garringer] has offered an amendment to that amendment
which relates simply to section 3.

Mr. HEYBURN. I think the Chair is doubtless right. I
merely rose for the purpose of inqguiring whether or not there
were on the Secretary’s desk any amendments that would pre-
clude the propriety of offering my amendments now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary advises the Chair
that the amendment of the Senator from Idaho is to section 1.
The pending amendment offered by the Senator frdm New
Hampshire is to section 3. When that is disposed of, the amend-
ment suggested by the Senator from Idaho will be in order.

Mr. HEYBURN. Very well; when sectlon 1 is before the
Senate I will offer the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will again state the amendment offered by the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. GALLINGER].

The SeEcreTArRY. In the amendment reported by the commit-
tee it is proposed to strike out all of section 3 and in lieu
thereof to insert:

That no pension attorney, claim agent, or other son shall be en-
titled to receive any compensation for services rendered in presenting
any claim to the Bureau of Penslons or securing any pension under this
acfv, except in applications for original pensions by persons who have
not heretofore received a pension.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment.

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. HEYBURN. I now offer the amendments I send to the
desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho offers an
amendment, which will be stated.

Mr. HEYBURN, I will ask that the amendments be stated
separately in the order in which I send them up.

The SecreTarY. On page 3, in the amendment reported by
the committee, in section 1, after the word * who,” in line 13,
it is proposed fo insert the words * enlisted and,” so as to read:

That any person who enlisted and served.

And, in the same line, after the word * served,” it is proposed
to strike out *“ 90 days or more,” so as to read:

That any person who enlisted and served in the military or naval
service of the United States during the late Civil War, who has been
honorably discharged therefrom—

And so forth.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I desire that that amend-
ment shall be separately considered, and for the benefit of those
who were not in the Chamber at the time of my remarks, I
will say that it is designed to let in all soldiers who enlisted
and served in the war, without regard for their length of sery-
ice, on the grounds which I stated at the time of suggesting the
amendment. They all offered the same thing and gave the same
thing, and the three months' men met the first challenge of war.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing fo the
amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho. [Putting the
question.] DBy the sound the “noes " seem to have if.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I ask that the amendment be
read again.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, the Secretary
will again state the amendment.

The Secretary again read the amendment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will call the roll

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.
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Mr. BACON (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the Senator From Minnesota [Mr. NeLson]. I know
what his views are upon the general features of this bill, but
I do not know how the Senator would vote upon this particular
amendment, as it was not ealled to his attention before he left
and I had no instructions from him. Therefore, all I ecan do
is to announce the fact of the pair and to withhold my vote.

Mr. BURNHAM (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the junior Senator from Maryland [Mr,
Suyite]. In his absence I withhold my vote.

Mr. CLARK of Wyoming (when his name was called). I
have a general pair with the senior Senator from Missouri [Mr,
Stone]. That Senator is absent from the Senate and from the
city, but has released me from the pair on this bill, so that T am
at liberty to vote. I vote * yea.”

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I have a
general pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina [Mr.
:I.fu.r.u,m], from which I am released on this vote. I vote

nay.”

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GALLINGER'S name was called).
The senior Senator from New IHampshire [Mr. GAruiNger] is
necessarily absent. He is paired with the senior Senator from
Arkansas [Mr. CrArgEe].

Mr. GAMBLE (when his name was called). I have a general
pair with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr, Davis], and
therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. HEYBURN (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr, BANKHEAD], who
has not responded. I therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. LIEEA (when his name was called). I have a general pair
with the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr, Lierirr]. I
understand from the Senator from Massachusetts [Mr. CraxNe]
that it is agreeable for me to transfer that pair to the junior
Senater from Missouri [Mr. Reen], with whom the senior Sen-
ator from Michigan [Mr, Smite] has a pair. This will leave
the Senator from AMichigan and myself at liberty to vote, and
the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep] will stand paired
with the junior Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Lieprrr]. I
vote “ nay.”

Mr. SWANSON (when the name of Mr. MarTIN of Virginia
was called). My colleague [Mr. MarTiN] is unavoidably de-
tained from the Senate. He is paired with the senior Senator
from Illinois [Mr, Currom]. If my colleague were present, he
would vote “ nay.”

Mr. CURTIS (when Mr. PAYNTER'S name was called). I
have been requested to announce that the Senator from Ken-
tucky [Mr. Paynter] is paired with the Senator from Colorado
[Mr. GuGGENHEIM].

Mr. SMITH of Michigan (when his name was called). I
have a pair with the junior Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep].
I transfer that pair to the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr.
Lierirr] and vote. I vote * yea.”

Mr, LEA (when Mr, Tayror's name was called). The senior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Tavror] is detained from the

Chamber by serious illness. He is so ill that I have been unable -

to communicate with him to find out how he would vote upon
any of the questions fo-day. I make this announcement for
the day. As has been stated, he is paired with the Senator from
Kentucky [Mr. Braprey].

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). On this ques-
tion I have a pair with the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
WarreN]. I therefore withhold my vote.

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. The Senator from Texas [Mr.
Bairey]-is paired with the Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox].
If present the Senator from Texas would vote “ nay.”

Mr. BRADLEY. I am paired with the senior Senator from
Tennessee [Mr. Tayror], and therefore withhold my vote,

The result was announced—yeas 22, nays 44, as follows:

YEAS 22,

Borah Cummins Shively

Kern
La Follette

Bourne Curtis Smith, Mich,
+ Brown du I'ont Lorimer Townsend

Chilton Gronna Martine, N.' J, Works

Clapp Jones Nixon

Clark, Wyo. Kenyon Poindexter

NAYB—44.

Brandegee Foster O'Gorman Root

Bri Gardner Oliver Simmons

Bristow Hitcheock Overman Smith, Ga.

Bryan Johnson, Me. Owen Smith, 8. C.

Burton Johnston, Ala. Page Smoot

Chamberlaln Lea Penrose Stephenson

Crane Lodge Perc, Sutherland

Crawford McCumber Perking Swanson

Culberson McLean Pomerene Thornton

Dillingham Myers Rayner . Wetmore

Fletcher Newlands Richardson Williams

NOT VOTING—25.

Bacon Davls Lippitt Taylor

Balle{ Dixon Martin, Va. Tillman

Bankhead Gallinger ' Nelson Warren

Bradley Gamble Paynter Watson
urnham Gore Reed

Clarke, Ark. Guggenheim Smith, Md.

Cullom Heyburn Stone

So Mr. HeyBurN's amendment was rejected.

Mr. HEYBURN. I ask that the next amendment which I
sent up may be stated.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will report the next
amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho.

The SEcrRETARY. On page 3, in the amendment of the com-
mittee, on lines 16 and 17, it is proposed to strike out the fol-
lowing words:

And who has reached the age of 62 years or over.

Mr. HEYBURN. I withdrew that amendment. I did not in-
tend that to bé read. They would all be over 62 years of age.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho with-
draws the amendment just stated.

Mr. HEYBURN. Yes; upon figuring it up I found that they
would all be over 62 years of age So that amendment was not
necessary.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will report the next
amendment.

The Secrerary. In line 20, on page 3, before the word * pen-
sion,” it is proposed to insert the word * service.”

M;'. HEYBURN. That is only a part of the other amend-
ment.

The SecreTary. And after the word “ pension ” it is proposed
to insert the following words:

Of $1 per day, as hereinafter provided.

So that, if amended, it will read:

Be placed upon the pension roll and be entitled to receive a service
pension of §1 per day, as herelnafter provided.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President, the purpose of the amend-
ment is to be taken in conmection with the amendment just
voted upon, which limited the class of service. This provides
that they shall receive $1 a day. If it is adopted, it will provide
that any person who has served 90 days or more in the military
service, and so forth, shall receive a service pension of §1 per
day, as hereinafter provided. The * hereinafter provided”
merely refers to the manner of the payment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Idaho [Mr, HEYBURN].

The amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will state the next
amendment. § 5

AMr. HEYBURN. There is no use in doing that after the
others have been rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Idaho does not
offer another amendment?

Mr. HEYBURN. Not now.

Mr, BROWN. AMpr. President, I send to the desk an amend-
ment, which T ask to have read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Nebraska offers
an amendment, which will be stated.

Mr. BROWN. It is to be inserted at line 23 on page 4.

The SecreTArRY. On page 4, line 23, after the words “$30
per month,” it is proposed to insert the following:

That any person who served in the military or naval service of the
United States during the Civil War and received an honorable discharge
and who was wounded in battle or in line of duty and is now unfit for
manual labor, through causes not due to his own vicious habits, or

who from disease or other causes incurred in line of duty resulting in
his disability Is now unable to perform manual labor, shall be pald the

maximum pension under this act, to wit, $30 per month, withont regard.

to his length of service or age.

Mr. BROWN. Mr. President, this amendment is section 2 of
the bill which passed the House, and the purpose of it is not
to penalize those soldiers whose terms of service was cut short
by reason of wounds received in the service or diseases con-
tracted on account of that service. I do not care to discuss if.
I should like to have a vote upon it, by yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. BACON (when his name was called). I again make the
same announcement I made upon the former vote. I do not
know how the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NeELson] would
vote npon this amendment, and therefore I announce the pair
and withhold my vote.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama (when the name of Mr. BaAxk-
HEAD was called). My colleague is paired with the Senator from
Idaho [Mr. HeyBurN]. If my colleague were present, he would
vote “nay.”

Mr. BRADLEY (when his name was called). I make the
same announcement that I made on the preceding vote.
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Mr. BURNHAM (when his name was called). I make the
game announcement. I have a general pair with the senior
Senator from Maryland [Mr. Samirr]. In his absence I with-
hold my vote,

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). Because
of my general pair with the senior Senator frem South Carolina
[Mr. Trunmax], from which I have not been released, I with-
hold my vote.

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GALLINGER'S name wag called).
I again announce my colleague’s general pair with the genior
Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Crarke].

Mr. GAMBLE (when his name was called). I again make
the same announcement, that I have a general pair with the
junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Davis]. For that reasen
I withhold my vote.

Mr. HEYBURN (when his name was called). I desire to
state that I am paired with the senior Senator from Alabama
[Mr. BANKHEAD].

Mr. LEA (when his name was called). I make the same
announcement I made on the previous vote In regard to the
transfer of my pair to the junior Senator from Rhode Island
[My. Lreprrr], and therefore I vote “ yea.”

Mr. SWANSON (when the name of Mr. MArTIN of Virginia
was called). As previously stated, my colleague [Mr. MARTIN]
is paired with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Currex].
If my colleague were present he wonld vote “nay.”

Mr. SMITH of Michigan (when his name was called). I
make the same announcement as on the previous vote. I vote
L yeﬂ.”

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I desire to
miake the same announcement as on the previous vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama. The junior Senator from
Texas [Mr. Bamey], if present and mot paired, would vote
“nay.” He is paired with the senior Senator from Montana
[Mr. Dixox].

The result was announced—yeas 34, nays 29, as follows:

YEAS—34.
Borah Curtis La Follette Terkins
Bourne du Pont Lea Poindexter
Bristow Gardner Lorimer Richardson
Brown Gronna eLean Shively
Chamberlain Hitcheock Martine, N. J. Smith, Mich.
Chilton | Johnson, Me. Myers Townsend
Clapp Jones O'Gorman Works
Crawford Kenyon Oliver
Cummins Kern Page

NAYS—29.
Brandegee Johnston, Ala. Pomerene * Sutherland
Briggs Lodge Rayner Swanson
Bryan MeCumber Root Thornton
Burton Nixon Simmons Wetmore
Crane Overman Smith, Ga. Willlams
Culberson Owen Smith, 8. C.
Fletcher Penrose Smoot
Foster Percy Btephenson

KOT VOTING—28.

Bacon Cullom Guggenheim Reed
Balle Davis Heyburny Smith, Md.
Ba.nk{ead Dillingham Lippitt Stone
Bradley Dixon Martin, Va. Taylor
DBurnham Gallinger Nelson Tillman
Clark, Wyo. Gamble Newlands Warren
Clarke, Ark. Gore Paynter Watson

So Mr. Browx's amendment was agreed to.

Mr. CURTIS. I offer the amendment I send to the desk as a
substitute for section 1 of the Senate committee substitute.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from Kansas will be read.

The BECRETARY.
mittee insert:

Srcriox 1. That any person who served in the military or mnaval
gervice of the United States during the late Civil War or the War with
Mexico, and who has been honorably discharged therefrom, and all
members of State organizations that are now pensionabie under existin
law, shall, upon making proof of such facts according to such rules an
regulations as the Secretary of the Interior may provide, be placed on
the pension roll and be entitled to receive a pension as follows : For a
service of 00 days or more in the Civil War, or 60 days or more in the
War with Mexzico, and less than 6 months, §15 per month; for a service
of 6 months or more and less than 9 months, $20 ‘%er month; for a
gervice of © months or more and less than 1 year, § r month ; for
a service of 1 year or more, $30 per month: Provided t any such
person who served In the War with Mexico shall be pald the maximum
pension under this act, to wit, $30 per month.

AMr. CURTIS. Mr. President, I think in justice to the Senate
I should state that this is section 1 of the Sherwoeod bill, House
bill No. 1, that passed the House.

Mr. OVERMAN. May I ask the Senator a guestion? With
the adoption of the amendment of the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. Browx] and the adoption of this amendment of the Sen-
ator from Kansas it would practically be the Sherwood bill,

Mr. CURTIS. It would.

In lien of section 1 as proposed by the com- |

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from Kansas,

Mr. CURTIS. On that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll,

Mr. BACON (when his name was eadled), Again repeating
the statement I made as to the attitude of the Senator from
Minnesota [Mr. Nersox], I simply announce the pair and with-
hold my voete.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama (when Mr. BAILEY's name was
called). The Senator from Texas [Mr. BAiLey] is paired with
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox]. If the Senator from
Texas were present, he would vote ““nay.” ;

Mr. BURNHAM (when his name was called). I am paired
on this vote with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. Saora].

Mr. LORIMER (when Mr. Currosm’s name was called). My
colleague [Mr. Currom] is necessarily absent from the Cham-
ber. He is paired with the senior Senator from Virginia [Mr,
MagTIxN]. If my colleague were present, he would vote * yea.”

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). On this
question I am released from my pair with the senior Senator
from South Carolina [Mr. TriLrvax], and I will vote. I vote
s my-il

Mr. CLAPP (when Mr. Dixox's name wias called). The se-
nior Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox] is paired with the
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. BAtLEY].

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GALLINGER'S name was called).
The senior Senator fromm New Hampshire [Mr. GarriNcer] is
necessarily absent. He is paired, as I have heretofore stated,
with the senior S8enator from Arkansas [Mr. CrLArgE].

Mr. GAMBLE (when his name was called). I repeat my
statement that I have a general pair with the junior Senator
from Arkansas [Mr. Davis]. TFor that reason I withhold my
vote. If T were permitted to vote, I wonld vote “ yen.”

Mr. HEYBURN (when his name was called). I am paired
with the senior Senator from Alabama [Mr. Baxkaeap]. His
colleague has stated that if the senior Senator from Alabama
were present he would vote “nay.” So the pair will have to
stand.

Mr. SWANSON (when the name of Mr. MarTin of Virginia
was called). As previously stated, my colleague [Mr. MarTIN]
is paired with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Curnoa].
If my'colleague were present and free to vote, he would vote
i my-'

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I desire to make
the same anmouncement as on the previous vote—that I am
paired with the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr. WaARReN].

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. BACON. In view of the statement made that the amend-
ment just voted upon is the same as the section in the Sher-
wood bill, I think I should make an additional statement in
regard to the attitude of the Senator from Minnesota [Mr.
Nersox]. The vote has taken a different direction from what
he anticipated when he left, and therefore I can only state what
his instruetions to me were. X

The Senator from Minnesota instructed me that he wonld vote
for the MecCumber amendment as against the Sherwood bill,
and that if the MeCumber amendment were defeated, he would
then vote for the Sherwood bill. I think, in view of that state-
ment, probably the Senator from Minnesota, if present, would
vote against this amendment, although I am mot authorized
definitely so to state. I wish to add that if he were here and
if T were free to vote I myself would vote against it.

Mr. BRADLEY. I desire to again state my pair with the
senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Tayror], who is unavoid-
ably absent by reason of severe illness.

Mr. QURTIS. The Senator from Colorado [Mr. GuecEN-
pE] is paired with the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PAYNTER].

The result was announced—yeas 25, nays 41, as follows:

YEAS—25.
Bourne Cummins Kenyon Shively
Bristow Curtis Kern Smith, Mich,
Brown Garduer La Follette Townsend
Chamberlain Gronna Lorimer Works
Chilton Hitcheock Martine, N. J.
Clapp Johnson, Me. O’'Gorman
Crawford Jones Poindexter

NAYS—41.
Borah Foster Owen Smith, 8. C,
Brandegee Johnston, Ala. Page Smoot
Briggs Lea Penrose Ste?hemm‘n
Bryan ge Percy Sutherland
Burton MeCumber Perkins Swanson
Clark, Wyo. Mclean Pomerene Thornton
Crane Myers ayner Wetmore
Culberson Newlands Richardson Williams
Dillingham Nixon Root
duo Pont Oliver Simmons
Fletcher Overman Bmith. Ga.




: NOT VOTING—25. tion; and the votes that can adopt this amendment can also
Bacon Davis Lippitt Taylor pass the bill
Eﬂﬁ 5 gﬂbmn ggﬂtin, Va. "I'ji man The VICE PRESIDENT. . The question is on agreeing to the
e ‘_;ﬂ bngeac I,ny,:’t“er Watson amendment offered by the Senator from Washington. [Putting
g;mim?r - gﬂm SEn wh 0 the question.] The noes appear to have it.
< tﬂ.foﬁi g :?_n e Sgne. Mr. JONES. I ask for the yeas and nays.

So Mr. Curtis's amendment to the amendment was rejected.
Mr. JONES. I offer the following, to be known as section 2.
The VICE PRESIDENT. In place of the present section 27
Mr. JONES. As a new section, the sections to be renumbered.
The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be read.

The SEcCRETARY. Insert a new section, as follows:

Bec. 2. That every widow who is now receiving or may hereafter be
entitied to receive a pension of less than $24 per month by reason of
the Civil War, shall, upon due proof that she was the wife of a soldier
at any time during the war, be entitled to a pension of $24 per month,
the same to begin from the date of fillng her application under the pro-
visions of this act. Y

Mr, JONES. Mr. President, we have heard a great deal of
praise for the men who offered their lives in defense of their
country on the battle field. In that I heartily join. This
amendment, recognizes the greater courage and the more intense
soffering and the noble sacrifices of the women while their hus-
bands were at the front in defense of their country.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Washington
yield to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. JONES. Certainly.

Mr. WILLIAMS. In the sentiment which has just been ut-
tered by the Senator from Washington I am heartily in accord.
In carrying out that sentiment wonld the Senator be willing to
g0 modify his amendment as to say that the widow must have
been, during the war, during the soldier's service, his wife?

Mr. JONES. I intend to say that in the amendment. If it
does not express that it can be worked out in conference. That
is the intention of the amendment.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I did not want to have any newly caught
widows included.

Mr. DU PONT. I ask that the amendment be again read.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will again read the
amendment.

The Secretary again read the amendment.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I am inclined to think
that the truest friend of the veteran of the Civil War and the
truest friend of the widow of a veteran would pause long before
he would attach to this bill provisions that might jeopardize
it. I believe that we can pass this bill in the shape practically
it came from the committee with the amendment that has been
made. I do not believe that it is a safe proposition to begin
to attach other matters that may run into the millions, as to
the exact amount of which we have no information. The Sena-
tor from Washington can not give us any estimate as to the
cost of the amendment or as to what it means.- We have been
dealing pretty fairly well with the widows. We raised their
pensions from $8 to $12 a very short time ago. I have myself
sfnce introduced bills for the purpose of including all the
widows of the Civil War. We raised the amount some twelve
million dollars in 1908 as a separate proposition.

I believe if we want to do something for the widows of the
Civil War it is better to take it up as a single proposition and
pass it vpon its merits rather than jeopardize this bill in any
way, shape, or manner by attaching to it something of which
we can make no estimate at the present time. If there are
votes enough here to carry it through as an amendment then
there ought to be votes enough to carry it through as a sepa-
rate propesition when we are informed of all the conditions
and know just exactly what it means. We can then pass it if it
appeals to us, and if it appeals to the House they can pass it
also, as a proposition simple and clear of itself. If we believe
that the widows are enftitled to more there is no question but
that the Senate will always give it consideration, as it always
has given consideration to any pension bill ; and there will be no
danger, in taking it as a separate proposition, that it will not
receive fair and honest treatment in the Senate.

Mr. President, for that reason, and sincerely desiring to pass
a law here that will give the soldiers relief, that will become a
law and be placed upon the statute books, I hope that no
amendment will be attached to it when we can not say what
the amendment means.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, just a word further. This
amendment is not offered for the purpose of endangering the
passage of this measure as finally amended, but it is offered as
a simple proposition of justice and recognition. It seems to me
that the widows of the men who were at the front, and who
were bearing the burdens at home, should be given this legisla-

The yeas and nays were ordered.

Mr., HEYBURN. Mr. President, I merely want to say, in
explanation of my position, that I would favor an independent
bill to accomplish this purpose, for the reasons stated by the
Senator from North Dakota in charge of the bill, but I would
not feel like voting for it if it would jeopardize in any way the
passage of the present bill

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Secretary will eall the roll on
.tIhe ari:endment offered by the Senator from Washington [Mr,

oNES].

The Secretary proceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BACON (when his name was called). Again repeating
the statement which I have made in regard to the Senator
from Minnesota [Mr. Nersox] and announcing my pair with
him, I withhold my vote.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama (when Mr. BAILEY'S name was
called). The junior Senator from Texas [Mr. Bamey] is
paired with the Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox]. I am
satisfled that if the Senator from Texas were present he would
vote “ nay.”

Mr. BRADLEY (when his name was called). I again repeat
what I stated on the last vote regarding my pair with the Sena-
tor from Tennessee [Mr. TAYLOR]. :

Mr. BURNHAM (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. SsmiTH],
as before.

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). Because
of my general pair with the senior Senator from South Caro-
lina [Mr. Trooaman], I withhold my vote.

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GALLINGER’S name was called).
The senior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr. GarriNger] is
paired with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLARKE].

Mr. GAMBLE (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair with the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Davis].
I withhold my vote.

Mr. HEYBURN (when his name was called). I am paired
with the senjor Senator from Alabama [Mr. BaANgHEAD], but
I understand that on this vote he would vote “nay,” thus reliey-
ing me from the pair. I vote “mnay.”

Mr. SWANSON (when the name of Mr. MarTIN of Virginia
was called). My colleague [Mr. MarTiN], as previously stated,
is paired with the senior Senator from Illinois [Mr. Currom].
If my colleague were present he would vote “ nay.”

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I desire to
make the same announcement as on the previous vote.

The roll call having been concluded; the result was an-
nounced—yeas 25, nays 41, as follows:

YEAS—25.
Brown Hitcheock Martine, N. J. Smith, Mich.
Chamberlain Johnson, Me. Myem 'ownsend
Chilton Jones O'Gorman Williams
Ctapr Kenyon Perkins Works
Curtls Kern Poindexter
Gardner La Follette Pomerene
Gronna Lorimer Shively

NAYB—41.
Borah Cummins Nixon Smith, Ga.
Bourne du Pont Oliver. Smith, 8. C.
Brandegee Fletcher Overman Bmoot
Briggs Foster Owen Stephenson
Bristow Heyburn Page Sutherland
Bryan Johnston, Ala. Penrose Swanson
Burton Lea Percy Thornton
Clark, Wyo. Rayner Wetmore
Crane MeCumber Richardson
Crawford McLean Root
Culberson Newlands Bimmons

NOT VOTING—25.

Bacon Davis Lippitt Taylor
Bail Dillingham Martin, Va. Tillman
Bankhead Dixon Nelson. Warren
Bradley Galllnger Paynter Watson
Burnham Gamble
Clarke, Ark. Gore Bmith, Md.
Cullom, Guggenheim Stone

So Mr. JoneEs's amendment was rejected.

Mr. SMITH of Michigan. I offer an amendment, which I
send to the desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SecreTARY. On page 5, after line 3, insert the following:

uring the Civil War

for gypé’r?&scf 00 daye shall be entitied to n pension at the rate of $30
per month,
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The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment,

The amendment was rejected.

Mr. BURNHAM. I offer an amendment, which I send to the
desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The Secrerary. After the words “as follows,” on page 3,
line 20, strike out all down to and including line 23, page 4,
and insert in lieu thereof the following:

“In case such person has reached the age of 62 years and seryed 90
days, $12 per month; 6 months, $13.50 per month; 1 year, $15 per
month ; 13 years, $16.50 per month; 2 ie“s’ $18 per month; 24 years,
$19.50 K; month; 3 years or over, $21 per month. In case such
person reached the age of 66 years and served 90 days, §14 per
month ; 6 months, %15.50 per month; 1 year, $17 per month; 1} years,

18.50 'per month: 2 years, $20 per month ; 23 years, $21.50 per month ;

Years or over, §23 per month. In case such person has reached the
age of 70 years and served 90 days, $16 per month; 6 months, $17.50

er month ; 1 year, $19 per month; 13 years, §20.50 per month; 2 2years,

22 per month; 23 years, $23.50 per month; 3 years or over, $25 per
month. In ease such person has reached the age of 75 years and
served 90 days, $20 per month; 6 months, $21.50 per month; 1 year,

23 per month; 1} years, $24.50 per month; 2 years, &20 per month ;

4 years, $28 per month; 3 years or over, $30 per month.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment offered by the Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
DBURNHAM].

Mr. BURNHAM. Mr. President, I desire to make a very brief
statement by way of comparison between the proposed amend-
ment and the substitute reported by the committee, sometimes
known as the McCumber amendment, I want to state this in
figures and to ask the attention of the Senate for a few moments
only.

Iylmre taken five years by the estimate of the Pension Bureau
and have tried to ascertain, and have, in fact, ascertained, the
average annual increases for the next five years on the two
propositions—the MecCumber substitute and the proposition I
have just offered. I find that for each year for the next five
years under the substitute offered by the committee, it will
be %20,410,800; under this amendment as proposed it will be
$25,455,088.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President—— -

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Hamp-
shire yield to the Senator from Texas?

Mr. BURNHAM. Certainly.

Mr. CULBERSON. I will ask the Senator from New Hamp-
shire what effect on the MeCumber amendment will the adoption
of the amendment offered by the Senator from Nebraska
[Mr. BeowN] have by way of increasing?

Mr. BURNHAM. This has no connection with the amendment
just offered by me. It would of course add to the McCumber
amendment; how much, I can not state.

Mr. CULBERSON. It was adopted by the Senate as an
amendment fo the MeCumber substitute.

Mr. BURNHAM. That is one amendment and this which I
have proposed is another. This does not include or reach the
one about which the Senator inguires.

Mr. CULBERSON. It may not reach the particular matter,
but I thought the Senator could advise me as to how much the
amendment adopted by the Senate, known as the amendment
offered by the Senator from Nebraska, would add to the
McCumber amendment.

Mr. BURNHAM. I have given no especial attention to the
question as to the amount that would be added. I can only
speak definitely with reference to propositions as to which we
have obtained the estimates of the department.

Mr. McOCUMBER. If the Senator will yield to me, I think
I can give the Senator from Texas some information.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Hamp-
shire yield to the Senator from North Dakota?

Mr. BURNHAM. Certainly. -

Mr. CULBERSON. I shall be glad to have the Senator from
North Dakota do so. :

Mr. McCUMBER. It can not be given in exact figures, but if
one would take the present law, in a very short time he could
make the computation. The section which has been placed in
the bill reads:

__ That any person who served in the military or naval service of the
United States during the Civil War and received an honorable discharge
and who was wounded In battle or in line of duty, and is now unfit
for manual labor, through causes not due to his own viclous habits,
or who from disease or other causes ineurred in line of duty resulting
in his disability is now unable to perform manual labor, shall be paid
the maximum pension under this act, to wit, thirty dollars per month.

The Senator will see from the reading of that clause that it
will practically increase to $30 per month the pension of every
goldier who incurred disability in the Civil War——

Mr. CULBERSON. How much?

Mr. McCUMBER. Just a moment. A great many of them,
of course, are receiving more than £30 now; a large number of
them are receiving less than that sum. I would have to take
the number and make the computation, but there are perhaps
twenty-five or thirty thovsand, any way, who are receiving
their pensions under the general law for disabilities, and per-
haps a greater number than that. Perhaps a third of those—
I am merely giving a rough guess—may now be receiving $30
per month. That would leave the other two-thirds of that
number receiving about the same amount, $30.. The Senator
will see why this is =o0. Everyone knows that there is no
soldier now who is able to perform manual labor. All of them
are now of advanced age.

Mr. CULBERSON. How near, if the Senator please, will
this amendment approximate to the Sherwood bill?

Mr. McCUMBER, The amendment is one of the sections of
the Sherwood bill, and it would add several millions, but just
how much I can not now tell. .

Mr, SMOOT. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New
Hampshire yield to the Senator from Utah?

Mr. BURNHAM. Certainly.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President, in answer to the Senator from
Texas [Mr. CuvrLBersoN] I call his attention to a report made by
the Secretary of the Interlor on December 16, 1911, found on
page 15 of the Senate Pension Committee’'s Document on Mili-
tary and Naval Pensions of the United States, in which he dis-
cusses House bill No. 1, section 2, and states as follows:

It is a very difficult matter to give an accurate estimate as to the
increased cost which would result from the second section of this bill,
in view of the fact that each person to be entitled to the $30 rate
thereunder must have been wounded in battle or In line of duty or
must have been disabled from some disease or other eanse incurred in
the line of duty and be unfit for or unable to perform manual labor, It
is not believed, however, that the number of beneficiarles under this
section would exceed 15,000. The increase in the disbursements due
to this section would probably, therefore, not exceed $2,500,000 per
annom.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I ask the Senator from
New Hampshire to excuse me. I would not have interrupted
him had I known it would have taken so much time from the
line of his thought.

Mr. BURNHAM. I am very glad the question was asked; it
is entirely satisfactory.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, one question.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from New Hamp-
shire yield to the Senator from North Carolina?

Mr. BURNHAM. I do.

Mr. OVERMAN. I want to ask the Senator from Utah a
question. I understand that the adoption of the amendment
of the junior Senator from Nebraska will only add about two
millions to the MecCumber amendment.

Mr. SMOOT. That it will add $2,500,000 is the estimate, Mr.
President. -

Mr. BACON.. Will the Senator from New Hampshire pardon
me for just a moment right on that line?

Mr. BURNHAM. Certainly.

Mr. BACON. I understand the amendment offered by fhe
Senator from Nebraska will put upon this list every Federal
soldier who had received a wound in battle; it matters not
whether he was disabled by that wound or not; if he had a
scrateh, if a drop of blood was drawn, he will be on this list.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. BACON. Pardon me a moment. It is an impossibility
for the Commissioner of Pensions or anyone else to estimate
how many soldiers that provision might include, though he can
tell how many have been disabled by wounds. A great many
soldiers, perhaps a majority of soldiers who are wounded, are
not disabled by wounds. We had an example here to-day of
the honorable Senator from Alabama [Mr. Jouxstox], who
stated that he was wounded four times in battle, but was not
disabled.

Mr. McCUMBER. It does not make any difference whether
the soldier was disabled or not; if he was wounded, he re-
ceives the pension.

Mr. BACON. If he was wounded, whether disabled or not,
he receives it. There are no statistics by which an estimate
can be made as to the number of soldiers who can be put upon
this list under the amendment of the Senator from Nebraska.
My judgment is that the large majority of soldiers who saw
any very extended service were, during that service, wounded
slightly, if not seriously.

Mr. SMOOT. Of course the bill provides that the soldler
must be wounded in the line of duty and also be unfit for or
unable to perform manual labor?

Mr. McCUMBER. But not dee to wounds.
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Mr. SMOOT. No; not due to wounds.

Mr. BURNHAM. I wish to say, Mr. President, in general
terms, that the propesitien now offered carries $5,000,000
annually as an inerease for the next five years, over and above
the McCumper substitute. By way of comparison I will say
that for the first year, under the McCumeer substitute, the ex-
penditure would be $11,454,000; under the pending proposition
it would be $14,722,000; the second year it wounld be $33,000,000
under the McCumber substitute, and $§40,373,000 under ‘the
present proposition, and so on, making, as I say, a difference of
£5,000,000 in the annual inerease during the next five years.
The increase eomes about largely from the fact that service is
recognized more in the amendment I have offered than in the
committee substitute, though not to any great extent. Affer
the pensioner reaches 70 years of age there is then very little
difference between the two propositions. At the hearing before
the Committéd on Pensions it seemed to me that the old soldiers
were entitled to a larger amount than is proposed in the pending
measure.

I should like to call attention to some of the statements
made at the committee hearing by men who are entitled, as it
appears to me, to the respect and confidence of all the Senators.
The men who came here were sent for by the chairman of the
commiftee to enlighten and instruct, so far as they could, that
committee. Three of them were past commanders in chief of
the Grand Army of the Republic; three of them were depart-
ment commanders, the heads of departments in their several
States, and another was a man who had been for years a
commander of a Grand Army post. In all, there were seven
men, members of this committee, and they were the only men
authorized by the great organization of the Grand Army of
tlie Republic to speak for it in regard to pensions. They came
before the committee, and some of their statements I wish
¥you to hear.

One of them, in substance, was that they were not satisfied
with proposition No. 11, which is the basis of the so-called
McCuomber amendment. They wanted something more than
that; but they were satisfied, as they expressed it, with No. 13,
cne of the 18 propositions that have been submitted here. No.
13 embodied substantially what I have proposed in the amend-
ment I have submitted, which is within a million dollars of
the amount involved in proposition No. 13; or, in other words,
4 per cent added to the amount called for by my amendment
would, as expressed by the especially authorized men of the
Grand Army of the Republie, satisfy the old soldiers.

Mr. President and Senators, if we are to pass a pension Dbill,
let us pass one that is reasonably satisfactory and just to the
old soldiers of the Union Army, and not one which will cause
great dissatisfaction, such as proposition No. 11, which, as I
have said, is the basis of the substitute reported by the com-
mittee, the only difference being that the substitute divides
gervice into periods of six months instead of one year.

I have stated in substance what the position of these men was,
I intended to read their testimony given at the hearing, but I
will not stop to do g0 now. They called attention to the con-
dition of the soldiers in a manner that appealed to me; they
told us what reasons they had for asking a pension at this
time; they told of their increasing years and of their increasing
infirmities and of all those sacrifices which have been so elo-
quently spoken of here.

The members of the Grand Army, I submit, are not men
clamoring for anything that is unreasopable or unjust. Their
fairness and candor were manifest, and I think they spoke
their honest convictions when they told us that they wanted
legislation along the line of my amendment and would be en-
tirely satisfied with it.

I believe that a bill granting something more than what is
allowed in the pending substitute should be passed by the
Senate at this time.

I hope it will not happen that the Senate will hunt for the
smallest amount offered to the old soldiers. at this time, select
that, and say to them, * This is the best we can do for you.”
No; I do not believe we want to do that. Rather, let us do
something more, something that men who know what they are
talking about believe to be reasonable. Let us stand by the
old soldiers, and let us do what all of us claim we want to do—
that which is: just and fair and right.

I appeal to Senators on the other side as well as on this
gide, for I remember that always in the Committee on Pen-
sions—1I do not recall an exception—when special pension bills
have been under consideration, the Senators from the southern
States have stood with the Senators from the northern States
and have been liberal, fair, and just in every instance in their
action affecting matters which came before that committee.

I ask the same consideration now and appeal to you when this
matter comes to be voted on to think of the record that was
made there, and to make a similar record here. To Senators on
this side I simply want to say that all that has been said for
the old soldiers goes for nothing unless we stand by them now.
It is true the amendment proposed by me carries a larger
amount than that proposed by the committee substitute; but_
remember that these men are growing older every year, their
infirmities are increasing every day, and they are dying off
rapidly.

Are we able to pay the amount? That was one of the ques-
tions put to these men representing the Grand Army of the
Republie, and they replied: * If this country is not able to pay
us, of course we will not ask it.” -Not able to pay! This
great, rich Nation not able to pay for the services of the men
wihio saved the Union and the Constitution! Not able to pay!
Why, from the products of the soil alone there is added to the
wealth of this great Nation eight or nine billion dollars every
year. !

I might go on, but I will not detain the Senate. The hour is
late, and I will simply say that this great, rich country can
always afford to be just. Let it be just in this instance, and
let the Senate vote for the amendment.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, I have neglected making
any statement in answer to the very numerous arguments that
have been made on this floor as to what the old soldiers want.
I refrained from answering any of those arguments because I fel
that the hour was late and probably Senators would rather vote
upon this question than hear any more discussion. I would not
at this time make such a statement had not the Senator from
New Hampshire [Mr. Burxmanm], who has just spoken, made a-
statement as to what the old soldiers wanf. As chairman of
the Committee on Pensions I think I have probably been in a
position to reeeive as definite information regarding the senti-
ments of the Grand Army of the Republic as has any Senator
here. When the Senator from Iowa [Mr. Kexyox] declared
yesterday that the soldiers do not want what he called the
“ Smoot amendment” and that they do want the Sherwood bill,
I was satisfied to let the matter pass at that time; but let me
now make exactly what I believe is a just statement of the atti-
tude of the soldiers.

Every individual who will take the various propesitions will
figure, just as you and I would, to determine which one of the
bills will give him the greatest amount for the rest of his life;
and he will naturally, the same as you and I would, favor that
bill which will inure to his greatest benefit. That is true of
the seoldier as it is true of everyone else. So, to the extent
possibly that the Sherwood bill would carry a greater amount
to a greater number, that greater number who would receive
the greater amount might possibly be in favor of it; but the
principle established In the bill is condemned universally by
the Grand Army of the Republic and by the soldiers gen-
erally. The representatives of the Grand Army of the Republie
stated in every utterance relating to the subject, “We do
not want the single standard of service as the basis of grant-
ing pensions.” I might quote a great many of these statements,
but it is unnecessary for me to go over them. I simply say
that of the five men who were present and who spoke for the
Grand Army of the Republic, when asked whether they pre-
ferred the double standard we have adopted or whether they

preferred the Sherwood standard, every one of them answered

in favor of the standard adopted by the committee; and when
I put the question to each one in private conversation, * If yon
were limited to the two propositions—the double standard or
the age standard, standing singly—whieh would you prefer?”
every one answered that he would prefer the age standard
rather than the service standard.

So, therefore, Mr. President, the standard provided by the
proposed amendment is not satisfactory to the greater number
of soldiers, although: the amount involved might meet the re-
quirement of giving the greater number the greater ameunt
at the present time.

Mr. KERN. Mr: President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North
Dakota yield to the Senator from Indiana?

Mr. McCUMBER. I yield.

Mr. KERN. I only want to ask the Senator from North
Dakota whether, of the hundreds of Grand Army posts scat-
tered through the couniry that have expressed themselves on
this question, there has been a single one that has passed reso-
lutions in favor of the so-called McCumber-Smoot bill?

Mr, SMOOT. Yes; there has.

Mr. McCUMBER. More of them have passed resolutions in
favor of the Sulloway bill, which was an age-standard bill alone,
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than in favor of the Sherwood bill. The Senator from Kansas
[Mr. Courtis] properly expressed not only his own view but the
view of the soldiers of the Civil War when, in answer to my
question yesterday, he stated that if both bills carried the same
amount he would prefer the double-standard bill. That is also
the view of the old soldiers.

I want fo answer now the statement made by the Senator
from New Hampshire.

Mr. BRISTOW. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Will the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to the Senator from Kansas?

Mr. McCUMBER. Certainly.

Mr., BRISTOW. I should like to inquire if the amendment
which we are now considering does not provide for the double
standard?

Mr. McCUMBER. Oh, certainly. I am simply answering the
statement that the soldiers demand the system of granting pen-
sions on service alone, as provided in the Sherwood bill, rather
than on age, or on age and service. As a matter of fact, they
prefer the double standard if you will grant the same amount.
There can be no possibility of a question about that.

I want to make clear to the Senate now just what was the
attitude of the representatives of the Grand Army of the Re-
publie upon the two propositions, 11 and 13, which, as modified,
become, respectively, 16 and 18. Before the members represent-
ing the Grand Army of the Republic appeared before the com-
mittee they met together and unanimously adopted a resolution
which read:

Resolved, That it is the sense of this committee that the and
service standards should be combined in any pension measure enacted
b{: the present Congress, to the end that justice and equity be dome to
a

classes of our comrades.

That was their sentiment, expressed in their resolution, and
reaffirmed at their last encampment, when they again demanded
that the Sherwood bill be amended so as tb more nearly conform
to the Sulloway bill.

What did that mean? It meant that they would be glad to
accept the amount ecarried by the Sherwood bill, but pre-
ferred to receive whatever amount is granted upon the basis of
an age standard, and as between the two, after consideration,
they determined that they preferred the double standard.

I prepared 18 different propositions to submit to that com-
mittee, embracing different combinations of the double standard.
One was No. 11, which divided Army service into periods of
one year, and ran up, I believe, to four years. No. 13 also
divided it into one-year periods. If you divide it into six-
month periods, it will greatly increase the amount of pensions.
They were not satisfied with No. 11; they would rather have
more than was provided for in No. 11. They desired the
amount that would be carried under No. 13; but afterwards
we modified No. 11 so as to bring it up nearer to the original
No. 13, by making the basis of it six-month periods of service,
In other words, by that act alone we added $3,000,000 to the
amount provided.

Then, again, proposition No. 11, in the manner of its division,
seemed to meet the approval of the greater number of the Grand
Army of the Republic representatives with whom I talked—
that is, arranging it so as to recognize a certain increase later-
ally on service and an increase perpendicularly (as we have
been used to calling it) on age.

We fixed that part satisfactorily. The same arrangement
does not hold in proposition No. 18, In other words, the two
are not the same in the matter of arrangement. If they were
exactly the same, then we could say we would add so much
more to them.

The Senator says they would not be satisfied with No. 11
as modified. I want to give him the testimony of just one gen-
tleman who had been before his own people and before his own
Grand Army post.

Mr. BURNHAM. Mr. President—

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from North Da-
kota yield to the Senator from New Hampshire?

Mr. McCUMBER. With pleasure.

Mr. BURNHAM. I am sure the Senator does not wish fo
make a misstatement. What I said was that their opposition
was directed to proposition No. 11. I do not know whether or
not anything was said about No. 16.

Mr. McCUMBER. In other words, they preferred more than
was granted in No. 11; but when we modified No. 11 so that we
brought it up more nearly to No. 13, which appealed to them in
the first instance, by adding three more millions——

Mr. BURNHAM. The Senator did not quite bring it up.

Mr. McCUMBER. No; we did not quite bring it up as far as
No. 13, but we brought it up three millions more.

Now I want to read the testimony of Mr, Redman, one of the
members of this Grand Army committee. His reference is to
proposition No, 11 before it was modified; not after it was

modified. He represented the Grand Army of the Republic as
one of their pension committee, I read from page 17:

Mr. Chairman and ﬁentjemen of the committees, I am from the great
State of New York. Ince the 1st of January, practically speaking,
have done nothing but talk about pensions. I have vis{tenf
posts in the western part of the State, installing the officers in 10 of
them, and in each case I have taken from 80 to 45 minutes to talk upon
the question of pensions, explaining to them the difference in the er-
ent bills and then getting their expression after the meetings.

I find that 95 per cent of the veterans in western New York to whom
I have talked—I assume 35, or 6,000 altogether—are unanimous in
favor of a double-standard bill. They will be perfectly satisflied with
such a bill. In our clty of Rochester we have a ve arge number of
militia that served three months in the fall of 1864, fehm'e taken
particular pains to talk with those comrades Indlvidually. They all ex-
press their satisfaction with and support of the present bill, either
proposition No. 11 or No. 13.

I had a copy of proposition No. 11 with me at nearly every meeting.
Last Friday night I was in Buffalo, where I addressed the largest post
In the world, with something over T00 members. Over 400 of them
were present. I had there a copy of the McCuomber Senate bill. I read
it and talked upon ihe bill for 30 minutes. 1 failed to find one comrade
in that gather that was not abso!utelf satisfied with a bill of that
character. Of course I think you will all concede, gentlemen, that No.
13 is a little better holdout than No. 11. Of r."oursesfshould favor that
myself. It was unanimous with the committee of which I have the
honor to be a member. .

Mr. President, there is a little difference, some $8,000,000
in the second year, but I would prefer to put this through this
year. I would prefer to keep within our income this year. I
believe the same spirit of fairness and generosity that actuates
the Congress to-day will be in existence a year from to-day,
when we can conform our income to meet the added expenses.
As I have stated, I stand ready to add to them, and believe
that we should add to them very materially.

Mr. BURNHAM. Mr. President, just a word. With refer-
ence to the double standard, I am free to say that that is one
of the features of this amendment that is copied from the sub-
stitute of the chairman of our committee. I want to say, fur-
ther, that this double standard, which seemed to appeal, ag he
has stated, to all of these visiting soldiers, was a proposition
which originated with the chairman himself, and certainly is
most commendable. It was that proposition that these gentle-
men were talking about quite a good deal, and to which the
Senator has referred.

I want to say to the Senator that the expression from all of
those men was that they preferred No. 13. There was not any
doubt about it; they preferred No. 13. The proposition that I
have offered comes within 4 per cent of No. 13; and if we are
to satisfy these men I think we ovght to do what I have pro-
posed.

Just a word more. The Senator has called attention to the
member of the committee of the Grand Army who was the com-
mander of a post in the State of New York. I have called
your attention to two men who testified, one of them Mr.
Torrance, past commander In chief; another, Washington
Gardner, another past commander in chief. Both of them ex-
pressed their dissatisfaction with this proposition No. 11,

I want to say another thing. If you will cover the period
that I have in this proposition for five years, you will have,
according to the Treasury estimate, an abundance of revenue
to pay it. If you cover an average of two years, you will have,
according to the estimate of thirty or thirty-three millions of
surplus, an abundance to pay it. I submit that it does not lie
with us here, with our vast appropriation bills, to invoke
against this proposition for the first time the matter of in-
debtedness or possible indebtedness, or the necessity for issuing
bonds on the part of the United States.

Mr. KERN. Mr. President, referring to the subject dis-
cussed by the Senator from North Dakota, and particularly to
the statements made to the Pension Commiitee by the repre-
sentatives of the Grand Army of the Republie, I desire to call
attention to a letter handed me to-day by a very reputable
soldier of the District, past- post commander of Lincoln Post,
No. 3. He says:

There is not a G. A. R. post from Malne to California which has
geen fit to Indorse the Pension Commitiee for an{ expression favorable
to the McCumber bill ; on the other hand, G. A. R. posts by the score,
veterans of the Spanish War, and nearly every legislature of the North-
ern States, where the bulk of our Civil War veterans reside, have
petitioned both Houses of Congress praying for the so-called dollar-a-day
pension bill.

As it refers exclusively to the matter discussed by the Sena-
tor from North Dalkota, I will ask to have this letter, which is
not long, incorporated into the REcogrp.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, it is so ordered.

The letter referred to is as follows:

208 SixtE STREET BE.,
Washington, D. C., March 29, 1912.

I
some. |2

Hon, Jorxy W. EKmmx,
United States Senate.
DeAR Sie: I beg leave to respectfully call your attention to the within
clipping of the CoxerEssioNAL REcomp of Alarch 16, 1912, in refere
to House bill No. 1, known as the Sherwood dollar-a-day service pension
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glll, which you so ably defended on the floor of the Senate several
ays ago.
?I"hia clipping I send you is not the sentiment of the Grand Army of
the Republic, In the speech following your masterly advocacy of the
Sherwood bill, Senator McCUMBER, I believe, championed the McCumber-
Smoot proposition on the same day. You will find on page 3609 of the
RecorD of March 16, 1912, statements of the several prominent Grand
Army of the Republic men who represent the committee on gension
legislatlon appointed at Atlantic City during the encampment held at
that place in August, 1910.

Inasmnch as the encampment of the Grand Army of the Republic
saw fit (p select those honorable gentlemen to represent the veterans'
interest, that duty has been one of painstaking and a trying one; but
when they undertake to voice the sentiment of the entire veterans of
the Civil War, when theiy say the Grand Army of the Republic favors
the McCumber-Smoot bill or proposition, or any other bill than H., R.
No. 1, they assume too much responsibility of their own views in that

respect, \

'Pﬁere iz not a Grand Armr of the Republic post from Maine to Cali-
fornia which has seen fit to indorse any single one of the pension com-
mittee for any expression favorable to the Mc¢Cumber bill ; on the other
hand, Grand Army of the Republic posts by the score, veterans of the
Spanish War, and nearly every legislature of the Northern States, where
the bulk of our Civil War veterans reside, have petitioned both Houses
of Congress praying for the so-called dollar-a-day pension bill.

I hope the honorable Senator will pardon me for assuming the privi-
lege in writing this letter, but I simply could not refraln from writi
and letting you know that the pension committee of the Grand Army o
the Republic does not represent nor voice the sentiment of a single
post of the Grand Army of the Republic favoring any bill other than the
dollar-a-day bill which passed the House and known as H. R. No. 1,
and I trust you will be in the Senate ready to make some reply to thos@
statements offered in support of the McCumber bill this afternoon.

I desire to say that 95 per cent of the Civil War veterans who have
lgyallsf and gallantly defended the old flag and the Union in those days
of trial and danger are to-day pra{\lng for the passage of the so-called
dollar-a-ddy pension bill, H. R. No. 1, as it passed the House of
Representatives,

do hope {ou will suecessfull
destitute veterans and bring
declining years.
Sinecerely, yours, DANIEL WILLIAMS,
Late Company K, Twenty-third Pennsylvania Voluniteer
Infantry, Past Post Commander Lincoln Post, No. 3,
Department of the Potomac.

Mr. President, I shall not detain the Sen-

win out for those deserving and almost
0 them the necessary rellef in their

Mr. BRADLEY.
ate——

Mr. KENYON. I rise to a point of order. We can not hear
what is being said on account of the confusion, and we should
like to hear it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair thinks the point of order
is well taken. The Senate will be in order.

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I do not desire at this late
hour to unnecessarily take up the time of the Senate, and
speak only in bebalf of the soldiers. If I remember correctly,
however, the soldiers never complained about the taking up of
their time by the country in its hour of need.

No bill can be passed here that will please everybody. For
that reason I was deeply interested in hearing the members of
the Grand Army of the Republic before our committee. Repre-
senting, as they do, the only organization of Union soldiers in
this country, I was very anxious to hear their opinion. They
oppsed the Sherwood bill because it was founded alone upon
service. They were in favor of the standard proposed in the
Burnham bill. They did not ask for the bill that carried the
most money, because it was estimated that the Sherwood bill
would carry $75,000,000. They only asked for proposition 13,
which is embraced in the bill introduced by the Senator from
New Hampshire, They said that with that bill they would be
satisfied. They asked for this only as a matter of justice, and
I quite agree with the Senator from New Hampshire, that they
are entitled to justice.

We hear much said now about living within our income. We
did not talk in that way when we asked these men to carry the
flag. There was nothing then said about not being able to pay
them, but all sorts of fair promises were made in order to in-
duce them to volunteer to save the Union. I do not think we
sbould talk that way now. These men are entitled to pensions
as a matter of right and not as a matter of charity. We owe
them a debt that we can never pay, because they saved the
country; and but for them we would have no Union or Consti-
tution ; but for them we would not enjoy the liberty nor have
the wealth and power that we enjoy to-day.

Mr. President, I think that when these old soldiers come and
tell us what they want and put themselves within the limit of
reason it would be little less than an outrage for us to refuse to
give them what they ask.

It has been a long while since the war, and some here do not
know anything about it, some who have heard but little about
it. I saw something of it. I saw something of the blood and
the tears and the sorrow of that period. I heard the eries of
weeping widows and orphan children. I saw the brave boys as
they marched to the battle field, under the flag, to the music of
the drum and fife, in all their young manhood and strength. I
saw them dead upon the battle field. I saw them brought home,
not with their shields, but upon them. I heard the clods that
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fell upon their coffins. I saw the dark cloud of woe and anguish
that overhung this country. Ah, we must not forget these
things. These men are old now. They have not the step that
they had then. Their ranks have been decimated, and they
have become old and feeble. Comparatively few of them are
left. The large majority have passed over the river and are
now resting under the shade of the trees.

Mr. President, shall we fail to do them justice? Shall we
refuse to give them what they are willing to take, not as a
charity, but as right under the duty that we owe them for the
grand service that they performed?

I voted in the committee against reporting the Sherwood
measure because I did not believe it would pass the Senate,
and the Grand Army opposed it because they wanted an age and
service bill combined. I voted in favor of reporting the Burn-
ham bill, now being considered. I am in favor of it to-day.
I beg and plead with the Senate to give these men some
measure of justicee. To my friends across the way, some of
whom were gallant soldiers on the other side, I make a special
plea. If there is any man who should love the soldier, it is the
soldier who met him upon the battle field and struggled with
him for supremacy. I appeal to the old ex-Confederates in the
Senate to do what.is right toward these old men who were
foemen worthy of their steel

A short time ago in Kentucky a bill was introduced in the
legislature to pension the Confederate soldiers, and every Re-
publican voted in its favor. I ask you mow to be as generous
to the Union soldiers as our people were to yours in Kentucky.

Mr. President, we are told that there have been many billions
of dollars paid in pensions during the long period of 50 years.
Yes; there have been; and there have been many billions of
drops of blood shed upon the field of battle; there have been
many graves dug, that rise to-day like billows upon the sea,
underneath which repose the gallant men who lost their lives
in the service of our country and its flag.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President——

Mr. BRADLEY. Do not talk to me about what pensions
have cost. The question now is how shall these men be paid
what is jusily due them and what they have the right to ask.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BRANDEGEE in the chair).
Does the Senator from Kentucky yield to the Senator from Mis-
sissippi?

Mr. BRADLEY. Certainly.

Mr. WILLIAMS. The Senator stated that every Republican
member of the Kentucky Legislature voted for a bill to pension
ex-Confederate soldiers in Kentucky. Would the Senator from
Kentucky kindly state what the amount of the pension was
per month or per year?

Mr. BRADLEY. Mr. President, I really do not know, but I
can say it was all that was asked.

Mr, WILLIAMS. Ah, Mr. President, then it comes down to
a comparison of what men ask. Can not the Senator from
Kentucky approximate the amount that was paid to the ex-
Confederate soldiers by the Legislature of Kentucky?

Mr. BRADLEY. I can not.

Mr. WILLIAMS., Was it $6 a month?

Mr. BRADLEY. I do not remember.

Mr. WILLTIAMS. Was it $3 a month or over? -

Mr. BRADLEY. I do not remember. I think that the bill
was introduced by some Democrat as a measure of justice, and
I suppose that no Democrat in Kentucky would value the sery-
ices of a Confederate soldier at so small a sum as $3 a month.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, if the Senator from Ken-
tucky will pardon the interruption, there was sitting to my left
a Kentucky Republican Member of the House and he has told
me that the amount was $10 a month. Does the Senator re-
member if that is correct?

Mr. BRADLEY. I do not; but, as I have said——

Mr. WILLIAMS. If it were $10 a month, that is less than
any pension in this bill.

Mr. BRADLEY. Well, Mr. President, ali I have to say in
response to that is, in the first place, if they conceived that $10
is all they were entitled to, that was their business and not
mine. In the next place, I want to say that the difference in
value was very great between their services and those for whom
we are now legislating. In their case the pension was given to
men who fought to destroy the Government, and in this we are
asking for a pension to men who fought to preserve it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I should like to ask the Sen-
ator from Kentucky another question. Of course I appreciate
the point he has just made. That does not, however, affect the
Legislature of Kentucky very much I imagine. Did the pension
bill extended to ex-Confederates in Kentucky include anybody
except those who were not in thé enjoyment of an income

sufficient to live without a pension?
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Mr. BRADLEY. I do not know; I was not there. I simply
know that such a bill was passed.

Mr, WILLIAMS. I should like to add a word, if the Senator
from Kentucky will permit me, and then I will not bother him
any more.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Does the Senator from Ken-
tucky yield further to the Senator from Mississippi?

Mr. BRADLEY. With pleasure.

Mr. WILLIAMS. If the State of Kentucky did give any
pension to the Confederate soldiers upon any other basis than
absolute need and necessity now, the State of Kentucky did
something which no other Southern State, as far as I know,
hias done.

Mr. BRADLEY. That may be true, Mr. President; Kentucky
is in the habit of doing things that no other Southern State
ever did.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment proposed by the Senator from New Hampshire
[Mr. BurxHAM].

Mr. BURNHAM, On that question I ask for the yeas and
nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. BACON (when his name was called). I again announce
my pair with the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NersoN] and
withhold my vote.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama (when Mr. BAnLEY'S name was
called). I announce that the Senator from Texas [Mr. BAmwLeY]
is paired with the Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox]. If the
Senator from Texas were present, I am satisfied he would vote
& nny.u )

Mr. BRADLEY (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair with the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Tavror] and withhold my vote.

Mr. BURNHAM (when his name was called). I make the
same announcement with reference to my pair as before.

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). Because
of my pair, already announced, I withhold my vote.

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GALLINGER'S name was called).
I make the same announcement in reference to my colleague as
before.

Mr. GAMBLE (when his name was called). On account of
the pair which I have heretofore announced, I withhold my vote.
If T were permitted to vote, I would vote * yea.”

Mr. HEYBURN (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANxKHEAD]. I am ad-
vised that if he were present he would vote “nay.” I should
vote “yea.” 8o the pair will stand.

Mr. SWANSON (when the name of Mr. MArTIN of Virginia
was called). I have stated the pair of my colleague [Mr. MAR-
7iN]. If he were present, he would vote “ nay.”

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair with the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
WARREN].

The roll call having been concluded, the result was an-
nounced—yeas 29, nays 36, as follows:

YEAB—29.
Borah Cummins La Follette Poindexter
Bourne Curtis Lorimer Shively
Bristow Gardner MecLean Bmith, Mich.
Brown Hitcheock ¢ Martine, N. J. Townsend
Chamberlain Johnson, Me. Myers Works
Chilton Jones O'Gorman
Clapp Kenyon Oliver
Cra KEern Page

NAYS—36.
Brandegee Foster Owen Smith, Ga,
Briggs Gronna Penrose Smith, 8. C.
Bryan Johnston, Ala, Perc, Bmoot
Burton Lea Terkins Stephenson
Clark, Wyo. Lo&gf Pomerene Sutherland
Crane McCumber Rayner Swanson
Culberson Newlands Richardson Thornton
dun Pont Nixon Itoot Wetmore
Fletcher Overman Simmons Willlams

NOT VOTING—26.

Bacon Davis Heyburn Stone
Ball Dillingham Lippitt Taylor
Bankhead Dixom Martin, Va. Tillman
Hradley Gallinger Nelson Warren
Burnham Gamble Paynter Watson
Clarke, Ark. Gore Reed
Cullom Guggenheim Smith, Md.

So Mr. BurNaAM's amendment was rejected.

Mr. KENYON. I offer the amendments which I send to the
desk.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Iowa offers an
amendment, which will be stated.

The Secrerary. In line 3, page 4, strike out the word “ sixty-
six ” and insert in lieu thereof the word “ sixty-four.”

The VICE PRESIDENT.
amendment.

The amendment was rejected.

The SrcrETARY. Also, in line 10, page 4, strike out “ seventy ”
and insert “ sixty-eight.”

The amendment was rejected.

The SeCRETARY. Also, in line 17, strike out “seventy-five”
and insert “ seventy.”

The amendment was rejected.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
substitute offered by the committee.

Mr. CURTIS. On that I demand the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered. :

Mr. WILLIAMS. Before you proceed to that, Mr, President,
there is an amendment which I offered some days ago.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Mississippi offers
an amendment, which will be stated.

The Becrerary. Add as a new section at the end of the bill
the following:

Bec. —. That n%egerson shall receive a slon under this act who
is or shall be in receipt of an income of $1,200 per year.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I do not want to make a
speech. It is too late for it; everybody is tired; we want to get
through and go home. I hardly hope that the amendment can
pass. I have offered it because it seemed to me just and right
that it should be offered.

This morning at some time the question arose as to where the
Government would get the money from to pension old soldiers
who were needy and necessitous. The Senator from Indiana
[Mr. KerN] said, and said very touchingly, that there were a
great many of them who could not live upon the pensions which
they were now receiving, and who had no other sources of in-
come except their pensions. I felt then like answering the ques-
tion propounded by saying you should find out what is the aver- -
age income of an American family. I do not know what the
figures are under the census of 1910, but under the census of
1900 it was $460 a year. If you would fix $§140 more than that
and say that nobody should receive a pension who was in the
enjoyment of an income of $600 a year—$50 a month—you
wonld save enough money from the pension roll by that to keep
out of destitution every ex-Federal soldier in the United States.
You would save by it, unless my calculation is wrong, some
fifteen or twenty million dollars, taken from those who do not
need it and given to those who do need it.

Mr. President, T have never had much sympathy for that sort
of patriotic sentiment that sounds in dollars and cents. I have
a very high degree of sympathy for that sort of sentiment which
does not permit an old man who has served his country in times
of war to suffer in his old age. I expect, if the truth were
known, that I would go as far as any of you to take care of
that class of pensioners. I do not know that the suspicion is
absolutely correct, but I am persuaded that it is; I suspect that
I would go as far as any of you in that direction.

But I have not wanted to push the amendment to that point.
I have not offered an amendment that no one in receipt of $600
a year clear income should receive any benefit from this pension
act. I have offered an amendment that nobody in the enjoy-
ment of an income of $1,200 a year or over should receive any
benefit from this pension act.

That is $100 a month, twice as much as the average head of
a family in the United States enjoys, and it must be remem-
bered that one-third of the population of the United States is
in a section of the country that pays pensions but receives no
pensions. I am not complaining of that. It is the war tribute
which the defeated must pay. We grin and bear it, and we
ought to grin and bear it; but we do it that neither we nor
the deserving people of the balance of the United States, car-
penters, blacksmiths, preachers, ought to be taxed in the name
of patriotism to pay largesses to men who are already in such
a good condition financially that they are twice as well off as
the average head of a family in the United States. I have,
therefore, offered this amendment.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The question is on agreeing to
the amendment offered by the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. T ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll.

Mr. BACON (when his name was called). I again announce
my pair with the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NeLsox], and,
not knowing how he would vote, I withhold my vote.

Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama (when Mr. BAILEY'S name was
called). The Senator from Pexas [Mr. Bamey] is paired with
the Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox]. If the Senator from
Texas were present, I am satisfied he would note * yea.”

The question is on agreeing to the
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Mr. JOHNSTON of Alabama (when Mr. BANKHEAD'S name
was called). My colleague [Mr. BaxgHEAD] would vote the
same way.

Mr. BURNHAM (when his name was called). I desire to
make the same announcement as to my pair that I made on the
former vote.

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called).
my pair already announced, I will withhold my vote.

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GALLINGER'S name was called).
I desire to make the same statement in regard to my colleague
[Mr. GarLincer] as I did before.

Mr. GAMBLE (when his name was called). I am paired,
as I have already announced, and I therefore withhold my vote.

Mr. CURTIS (when Mr. GUeGENHEIM'S name was called).
The Senator from Colorado [Mr. GueeENHEIM] is paired with
the Senator from Kentucky [Mr. PAYNTER].

Mr. HEYBURN (when his name was called). Because of the
pair which I have already announced, I will withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BRADLEY. T again announce my pair with the senior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. Tayror] and withhold my vote.

The result was announced—yeas, 30, nays 35, as follows:

Because of

YEAS—30.
Borah Gardner O0'Gorman Smith, Ga.
Bourne Hiteheoek Overman Smith, 8. G
Bryan Johnston, Ala. Owen Swanson
Chamberlain Jones Perey Thornton
Culberson Lea Pomerene Watson
du Pont Martine, N. J. Rayner Williams
Fletcher Myers Root
Foster Newlands Simmons

NAYS—35
Drandegee Crawford McCumber Bhively
Briggs “urtis McLean Smith, Mich,
Bristow Gronna Nixon Smoot
Brown Johnson, Me. Oliver Stephenson
Burton Kenyon Page Sutherland
Chilton Kern Penrose Townsend
Clapp La Follette Perkinsg Wetmore
Clark, Wyo. Lodge Polndexter Works
Crane Lorimer Richardson

NOT VOTING—26.

Bacon Cummins Guggenheim Smith, Md.
Imileﬂ Davis Heyburn Stone
Bankhead Dillingham Lippitt Taylor
Bradley = Dixon Martin, Va. Tillman
Burnham Gallinger Nelson Warren
Clarke, Ark. Gamble Paynter
Cullom Gore Reed

So the amendment of Mr. WiLLiAMs was rejected.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I now offer the amendment which I send
to the desk, to come in at thé end -of the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment proposed by the
Senator from Mississippl will be stated.

The SEcreTarY. It is proposed to add at the end of the bill
the following:

That the Commissioner of Pensions shall cause to be published In at
least one newspaper at the cnﬂltal of each State a complete list of the
persons drawing pensions in that State, with their post-office addresses
and the amount of sald pension, and whether the pensioner is a soldier,
soldler's widow, or child of a soldier; and there is hereby appropriated,
out of any money in the Treasury not otherwise appropriated, a sum
not to exceed $50,000 per annum to pay for such publication.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I shall take the Senate's
time for hardly two minutes. The Senate has just voted down
an amendment not to allow men with a clear income of $1,200
a year to draw a pension under this proposed act. The Senate
must have done it, if they did it upon any sensible theory at all,
upon the theory that they want to make of the pension roll a
roll of honor. At any rate, frequently that reason has been
given in opposition to motions of that kind. If that be your
reason, you do want to make it a roll of honor, do you not? If
you will publish in each State the name of the pensioner and
his post-office address you will call the attention of his neigh-
borhood to him, and if he is a fraud and has no right to be
drawing a pension, or if he is dead and if somebody else is
drawing a pension for him, that faet will soon make itself
known, and you may be able to save a great deal of money,
which none of you want paid out.

I take it for granted that none of you want a man to receive a
pension masquerading under the name of another man, that no-
body wants a pension for a dead man received by somebody who
is living, and that nobody wants a roll of honor to become
tainted with dishonor by particular exceptions to its general
character. 1f that be the case, there can be no harm in the ut-
most publicity with regard to pensioners and the amounts they
are receiving. :

In this connection I will state that I have the high authority
of the present Republican President of the United States and a
Republican ex-President of the United States—recently ex—to

the effect that publicity is a sort of sunlight cure for all sorts
of evils, I hope this amendment, at any rate, will be voted for
unanimously. .

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
amendment proposed by the Senator from Mississippi.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I ask for the yeas and nays.

Mr. HEYBURN. Mr. President——

The VICE PRESIDENT. Does the Senator from Idaho de-
sire to offer an amendrient to the amendment?

Mr. HEYBURN. I desire to call attention, in response to
what the Senator from Mississippi has said, to an amendment
that I prepared and sent to the desk, and only withdrew be-
cause of the vote on the first amendment, which read thus:

An all sums of m
clasuynixllxsed hzrelg omay?ntfgotﬁhatthg] ué{s'gfnd%icllgr?; oge ﬁoiugtl:th[gr;g:
expressing his desire that any money that may be due or become due to
him shall be transferred to a speclal fund for the purpose of the pay-
ment of any pensions authorized by law to be paid to any class of
Union soldiers or sallors.

My purpese in that was to compel the persons receiving pen-
sions, or to whom pensions were due, to make an affirmative
declaration declining to receive the pension, and for it to be
transferred to the general pension fund, so that then we would
know who were quietly acquiescing in the receipt of a pension,
despite the fact that they were in no need of it, and those who,
feeling that they ought not in good conscience to receive a
pension, would transfer it. That would have put them by the
record under a provision, which I think is in this bill, requir-
ing the publication of the names of pensioners. I only with-
drew the amendment because the amendment to shich I
thought it was germane had not been agreed to.

Mr. McCUMBER. Mr. President, before the Senate votes
upon this question it is probably proper to call to their at-
tention the fact that the committee has already reported a sec-
tion that seems to me to cover everything that is essential,
except the matter of the publication, and ‘the report which the
committee asked for will cost nothing. Section 4 reads:

Bec. 4. That the Commissloner of Pensions shall make, at the time
of submitting his next annual report, a separate report for each county
of each State, Territory, or District, containing a statement or table
which shall contain the names, lenghts of service, monthly rates of
payment, and residences of all pensloners of the United States; and
shall thereafter, as said annual reports are submitted, make separate
reports similar in all respects, except that such subsequent reports
shall contain only those added to the pension roll during the fiscal
year for which each annual report is made.

Now each county can receive separately, and In a statement
that pertains to that county only, the names of every soldier
in that county drawing a pension, with his length of service, and
so forth, and publish it, if it is so desired; but it does not seem
to be necessary, Mr. President, to appropriate money now for
publishing something which perhaps the country does not de-
sire to know, and which, if anybody does want the information,
is in a public record and he can get it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I hope the Senator from
North Dakota will not misunderstand the purport of my amend-
ment. If I understand what the Senator from North Dakota
has just read, which appears on page 6, section 4, it does every-
thing I want done except just what I want done; it fails to
provide for publication. It is the blessed sunlight of publicity
that I am seeking.

The Senator says that it will cost some money to do what,
perhaps, the country does not want done. I take for granted
that the country does want the sunlight of publicity upon the
pension roll, so that the good, honest people in every county and
in every bailiwick may read and see who amongst them is en-
joying a pension and may determine whether or not the man
enjoying a pension deserves it, whether he is living or whether
he is dead, and whether somebody else is drawing it in his
name. Any one of those three things may occur.

Mr, President, I have said nearly all of this with a view to
getting the attention of the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. McCUMBER. Every word of which I heard.

Mr. WILLIAMS. But I saw that the deus ex machina upon
the other side of the Chamber had his attention during the
greater part of my remarks.

To recall the Senator from North Dakota to the point, T do
not think that the Senator from North Dakota will contend for
one moment that the people of the United States do not desire
public knowledge concerning this, as concerning all other govern-
mental and administrative affairs; but I tried to reenforce my
own weak voice by reference to the present Republican Presi-
dent and a Republican ex-President of the United States. We
have learned lately from those who are insurging upon the other
side that the greatest thing that any people can have in connec-
tion with anything, the management of corporations and every-
thing else, is publicity. It its spelled with a great big “P,” and
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it is pronounced with the accent upon the first syllable; and all
I want is publicity concerning the pension list, so that the good,
honest people—and as a rule most of the people, a majority of
the people, are honest—shall have knowledge of who in their
bailiwick is drawing a pension; and, take my word for it, that
if there are any dishonorable names upon the pension list, that
are tainting this roll of honor by their presence, the people,
having the homor of the Nation at stake and dear to their
hearts, will soon make some sort of communications te the
proper authorities which will stop the dishonor and may inci-
dentally alse stop a part of the expense,

1 hope that the chairman of the committee in charge of this
bill will not object to the amendment which I have offered.

AMr. McOUMBER. DMr. President, the assumption that calls
for this amendment is that there is fraud and dishonor in pen-
sion legislation and in the pension roll. T .do not believe there
is any fraud that has not been ferreted out. I do net believe
that the public believes there is any considerable fraud in the |
matter of granting or receiving pensions. I do not believe that
the public cares a continental about reading the names of the
soldiers who are drawing pensions. The public knows that we
vote so much money for pensions; that there are so many thou-
gand soldiers yet living, and that fthey are dying at a certain
rate. I think that is all the public cares about knowing, and
I am not in favor of publishing this matter, but if anyone wants |
to get the list for his own particular county he can do so under
section 4 of the pending substitute.

AMr. WILLIAMS. Mr, President, I know the Senator from
North Dakota se well that I know he did not intend to mis-
represent me as saying that the pension roll was a roll of
fraud or that pension legislation was fraudulent. I said, and |
said so distinetly that I think no human being could have mis- |
understood me, that we wanted to prevent a roll of honor from
being tainted by individual eases of dishonor.

Now, the Senator says that there is no considerable fraud. '
I know of no more indefinite word in the English language than
the adjective “ considerable™; but if there be any individnal
cases of fraund, whether considerable or inconsiderable, if they |
exist I have sufficient confidence in the sense .of honor of the
American people to believe that they want to know it; they
want to detect it; they want it removed; and they want it
removed in the name of the honor of the men upon the pension
roll who have a right to be there.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Mississippi [Mr.
Wirriams] has asked for the yeas and nays on his amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the BSecretary pro-
ceeded to call the roll.

Mr. BACON (when his name was called).

I again announce

my pair with the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NeLsoX], |

and withheld my vote.

Mr. BRADLEY (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair and withhold my vote.

Ar. BURNHAM (when his name was called).
nounce my pair.

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called).
hold my vote because of my pair already announced.

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GALLINGER'S name was called).
I make the same statement as before with reference to my
colleagne [Mr. Garranger] and his pair.

Mr. GAMBLE (when his name was called).
a pair already announced, I withhold my vote.

Mr. HEYBURN. Because of the pair already announced, I
withhold my vote.

The voll call was concluded.

Mr. CURTIS. I am requested to announce that the Senator
from Colorndo [Mr. GuoeENHEIM] is paired with the Semator
from Kentucky [Mr. PAYNTER].

I again an-
I with-

On account of

The result was announced—yeas 26, nays 87; as follows:

YEAS—26,

Bourne Gore Owen Bwanson

Dryan Johnston, Ala. Percy Thornton

Chilton Lea Rayner Watson

Culberson Lodge Root Wetmore

du Pont Myers Simmons Williams

Fletcher Newlands Smith, Ga.

Foster Overman Smith, 8. C. |
NAYB—3T.

Borah Cummins MeComber Richardson

Iirandegee Curtis Martine, N.J. Smith, Mich.

Briges Gronna Nixon oot

Bristow Hiteheock 0'Gorman Stephenson

Broewn Johnson, Me. Oliver Sutherland

Burton Jones Page Townsend

‘Chamberlain Kenyon Pen Werks

Clapp Eern Perkins

Clark, Wyo. . La Follette Poindexter

Crane Lorimer
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NOT VOTING—28,
Bacon Cullom GugFenhehn Reed
Baile Davis Heyburn Bhively
Bankhead Dillingham Lippitt Bmith, Md.
Bradley Dixon McLean Stone
Burnham Gallinger Martin, Va. Taylor
Clarke, Ark. Gamble Nelson Tillman
Crawford Gardner Pavater Warren

S0 the amendment of Mr. WirLrLiams was rejected.

Mr. JONES. Mr. President, I desire to offer ns a new section
ihe amendment I proposed a moment age, limited, however, go
as to include only those widows who have remained such since
the death of the men whose wives they were during the war.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SECRETARY. It is proposed to add the following as a new
section at the end of the bill:

Sec. 5. That every widow who is mow receiving or may hereafter be
entitled to receive a pension of less than §24 per month by reason of
the Civil War shall, upon due proof that she was the wife of a soldier
at any time during the war, and that she has not been married since
the death of such soldier, be entitled to n pension of $24 per month, the
game to begin from the date of filing her application under the pro-
visions of act.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to he
amendment offered by the Senator from Washington.

By the sound the *noes” have it.

Mr. JONES. T ask for a division.

The amendment was rejected; there being, on a division—
ayes 23, noes 31.

Mr. LEA. I offer an amendment to come in as the last elause
of the bill.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The amendment will be stated.

The SeEcBETARY. At the end of the bill it is proposed to add
the following:

And that mo on shall receive a pension
sghall be in recetmt n: income of $2.§00 1?:1' '}35? S ek iy Je or

Mr. LEA. I ask for the yeas and nays on the amendment.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to call the roll

Mr. BRADLEY (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair, and refrain from voting.
Mr. BURNHAM (when his name was called). I make the

same statement with reference to my pair as before, and with-

| hold my wvote.

Mr. DILILINGHAM (when his name was called).
hold my vote for the reason already announced.

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GarniNcer's name was called).
I make the same statement as before with reference to my
colleague [Mr. GALLINGER].

Mr. HEYBURN (when his name was called).
son already announced, I withhold my vote.

The roll call was concluded.

Mr. BACON. I again announce my pair with the senior
Senator from Minnesota [Mr. Neusox] and withhold my vote.

The result was announced—yeas 34, nays 32, as follows:

I with-

For the rea-

YEAS—34.
Borah Foster Myers Simmons
Bourne Gardner Newlands Smith, Ga.
Bryan Hitcheock O'Gorman Smith, 8, C.
Chamberlain Johnston, Ala. Overman Swanson
Chilton Jones ‘Owen Thornton
Crawford Kern Percy Watson
Culbersen La Trollette Perkins Williams
du Pont Lea Pomerene
Fletcher Martine, N, J. Rayner
- NAYS—32.
Brandegee «Cummins MceLean Shively
Briges Curtis Nixon Smith, Mich,
Bristow Grouna Oliver Emoot
Brown Johnson, Me. FPage Stephonson
Burton Eenyon Penrose Butherland
Clap, Lodge Polndexter Townsend
Ciarg. Wyo. Lorimer Richardson Wetmore
Crane MeCuamber Root Works
NOT VOTING—25.

| Bacon Davis Heyburn Btone
Bail Dillingham Lippitt Taylor

1 Bankhead Dixon Martin, Va. Tillman

| Bradley Gallinger Nelson Warren

| Burnham Gamble Paynter
Clarke, Ark. Gore Teed

| Cullom Guggenhelm Smith, Md.

Bo Mr. Lea's amendment was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The guestion now is on agreeing
to the substitute offered by the committee as amended.

Mr. CULBERSON. Mr. President, I simply desire to state,
in order that my vote may not be misapprehended, that I am
opposed to both the McCumber bill and the Sherwood bill. I
will vote “nay” on this rell eall, not because I favor the Sher-
wood bill, but because I am opposed to both.
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Mr. CLARK of Wyoming. Mr. President, I have a genernal
pair,’ as announced, with the Senator from Missouri [Mr.
Stoxe], who asks that I make this statement:

On the final vote I wish you would say for me this:

“The Benator from Missouri requests me to say that, taken as a
whole and as reported, he does not favor elther the House bill or the
bill reported by the Senate committee.”

Mr. RAYNER. Mr. President, I desire to announce that I
will vote against both the bills for the same reasons that have
just been given.

Mr. MARTINE of New Jersey. Mr. President, I desire to
announce that I shall vote against the McCumber bill for the
reason that I want to vote for the Sherwood bill, and I shall
vote for it if the opportunity is presented.

Mr. OVERMAN. Mr. President, it is only fair that I should
say that having stated I would vote for the McCumber amend-
ment to the Sherwood bill, singe it has been amended by the
amendment of the Senator from Nebraska [Mr, BRowxN] and is
so vague and will require so much additional appropriation that
we do not understand, I shall vote “nay " against that amend-

ment.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on agreeing to the
substitute of the committee as amended.

!Jr.? CURTIS. Have not the yeas and nays been ordered
on it :

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair does not understand
that the yeas and nays have been ordered upon the amendment,
but that they were ordered upon the passage of the bill

Mr. CULBERSON. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The yeas and nays were ordered, and the Secretary proceeded
to ecall the roll. -

Mr. BACON (when his name was called). I have a pair on
this bill with the senior Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELsON],
and by his instructions I announce that, if present, he would
vote “yea.” If he were present and I were at liberty to vote
I would vote * nay.”

Mr. BRADLEY (when his name was called). I again an-
nounce my pair with the senior Senator from Tennessee [Mr.
Tayror], and will refrain from voting.

Mr. BURNHAM (when his name was called). I make the
same announcement that I have made heretofore, that I am
paired with the Senator from Maryland [Mr. SmiTH].

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I am in-
formed by the Senator from South Carolina [Mr, TioLyMAN] that
he is in favor of this amendment to the bill, and therefore I
feel authorized to vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. CLAPP (when Mr. DixoN's name was called). The
senior Senator from Montana [Mr. Dixox] is paired with the
junior Senator from Texas [Mr. Bamrey]. If the senior Senator
from Montana were present and at liberty to vote he would
vote “yea.”

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GALLINGER'S name was called).
My colleague, the senior Senator from New Hampshire [Mr.
GarrLinNgeR], is necessarily absent. He is paired, as I have
stated, with the senior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. CLArgE],
If my colleague were present, he would vote “yea.”

Mr. GAMBLE (when his name was called). AsT have stated,
I have a general pair with the junior Senafor from Arkansas
[Mr. Davis], and therefore withhold my vote. If I were at
liberty to vote, I would vote “yea.”

Mr. HEYBURN (when his name was called). I am not ad-
vised as to how the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BANKHEAD]
would vote if he were present. I am paired with that Senator,
and will therefore withhold my. vote.

Mr. LORIMER (when his name was called). I wish to an-
nounce the pair of my colleague [Mr. CorLrom] with the senior
Senator from Virginia [Mr. MartIN]. If my colleague were
present and permitted to vote, he would vote “ yea.”

Mr. SMITH of Michigan (when his name was called). I am
paired with the Senator from Missouri [Mr. Reep]. I transfer
that pair to the Senator from Rhode Island [Mr. Lirrrrr], and
vote “yea.”

Mr. WATSON (when his name was called). I wish to an-
nounce my pair with the junior Senator from Wyoming [Mr.
WarreN]. If he were present, he would vote “yea.” If I
were at liberty to vote, I would vote “ nay.”

The roll eall having been concluded, the result was an-
nounced—yeas 44, nays 21, as follows:

YEAB—44.

Borah Burton Dillingham Lodge
Bourne Chamberlain dn Pont Lorimer
Brandegee lapp Fletcher MeCumber
Briges Crane Gronna MeLean
Bristow Crawford Jones Myers
Brown Cummins Kenyon Newlands
Bryan Curtis La Follette Nixon

O'Gorman Perkins Root Ratherland
Oliver Poindexter Smith, Mich. Townsend
Page Pomerene Smoot Wetmore
Penrose Richardson Stephenson Works
NAYS—21.
Chilton Johnston, Ala. Percy Bwanson
Iberson Kern Rayner Thornton
Foster Lea Shively Williams
Gardner Martine, N. J. Simmons
Hitcheock Overman 8mith, Ga.
Johnson, Me. Owen Smith, 8. C.
NOT VOTING—26.
Bais S Eome R
v i} aylor
Ban.kﬁead Dixon M:l;rt[n. Va. Tillman
Bradley Gallln]ger Nelson Warren
Burnham Gamble Paynter Watson .
Clark, Wyo. re "
Clarke, Ark. Guggenheim Smith, Md.

So the committee amendment as amended was agreed to.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be no further amendment
:ézn int Committee of the Whole, the bill will be reported to the

ate. .

The bill was reporfed to the Senate as amended.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is on concurring in
the amendments made as in Committee of the Whole.

Mr. McCUMBER. I wish to reserve that section which was
offered by the Senator from Nebraska [Mr. Browx] and adopted,
for the purpose of changing the phraseology in one respect, and
I think the Senator from Nebraska will agree with me. I can
only state the lines as they appear in the original bill, and the
clerks can find it.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from North Dakota
asks for a separate vote on the so-ealled Brown amendment.
Is a separate vote asked on any other amendments? If not, the
question is on concurring in the amendments other than the
Brown amendment.

The amendments were concurred in. k

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question now is npon concur-
ring in the Brown amendment. _

Mr. McCUMBER. I ask to amend that by striking out the
words where they appear in line 14 of the original bill “ through
causes not due to his own vicious habits” and inserting in lien
thereof “ by reason thereof,” so that the section will then read:

That any person who served in the military or naval service of the
United States during the Civil War and received an honorable dlschal};e.
and who was wounded in battle or in line of duty and is now unfit for
manual labor by reason thereof, or who from disease, ete.

That makes the two portions of the sections the same. I think
it was certainly an error that it passed the House in that shape,
because if there was as much as a seratch it would be a wound,
and although no disability would flow from it, the soldier would
be entitled, because of ever so slight a wound, to receive $30 a
month. It might have nothing to do with the matter of his in-
ability to perform manual labor. I hope there will be no objec-
tion to this amendment to the amendment, because the next
portion reads:

Or who, from disease or other causes incurred in line of duty, result-
ing in his disability—

You see in that case it must result in his disability—
is now unable to perform manual labor, shall be paid, ete.

We want both sections to mean that if the wound or the dis-
ease resulted in his inability to perform manual labor, then he
should receive the higher amount.

Mr. BROVWN. Mr. Presidenf, I do not think the change sug-
gested by the Senator is in fact very material, but at the same
time I do not feel like accepting the suggestion for the sole
reason that if the change is made it throws the section into
conference. The section as passed and adopted by the Senate
is the section as passed and adopted by the House, and it will
not be subject to the vicissitudes of a conference committee if
left in the shape it is in now.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Chair might suggest to the
Senator that, the entire House bill having been stricken out,
the whole matter would be in conference, if it goes to con-
ference. :

Mr. LODGE. The whole matter would be in conference. It
does not protect it in the least.

Mr. BROWN. I may be wrong about it, but T have an im-
pression that there is some advantage in having adopted as a
separate section a provision which the House adopted and which
is entirely independent of the other provisions of the bill. I
really am of opinion that the change suggested does not in fact
change the substance or meaning of the provision, and if it
does not have the effect to injure it in conference I will not
resist it. Senators wiser than I as fo the effect and who have
had more extensive experiences in conferences may be cor-
rect about it, and if it is their judgment that it will all be in
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conference anyhow, the Senate can pass it, but personally I do
not care to take the responsibility of accepting the suggestion.

Mr. BACON. Mr. President, I do not like to differ from so
distinguished an authority as the Senator from Massachusetts
[Mr. Lonck], especially under the suggestion of the Chair, but
if there is a rule which I think is ironclad it is that where the
iwo Houses agree in any one thing, without any change or
difference whatever, it can not be interfered with by a con-
ference committee; and the fact that for convenience a general
course has been taken to run a line through and rewrite the
bill, so as to make it more convenient than to offer separate
amendments for each part, does not change in any particular
that fact, If that were the case, Mr. President, all we would
have to do whenever a bill came from another House to which
there would be one amendment to be offered would be to re-
write the whole bill, except as to that one amendment, and
make the change as to that one amendment and then say the
whole bill will be agreed to by the second House in every par-
ticular except that one amendment; and the claim that, although
thus agreed to, the entire bill was open to the action of the
conferees, I do not think can possibly be sustained.

Mr. BROWN. Not only that, Mr. President, but if the posi-
tion be correct that it is all in conference, there is no need of
having this change made.

The VICH PRESIDENT. The question now is, Will the Sen-
ate concur in the recommendation of the Committee of the
Whole?

Mr. LODGE. Then it is open to amendment, subsequently ?

The VICE PRESIDENT. It is.

The amendment was concurred in.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Now, the Senator from North Da-
kota offers in the Senate an amendment, which will be stated.

The SecreTArY. After the words “manual labor” in the
amendment strike out the words “ through causes not due to his
own vicious habits,” and in lieu insert the words *“ by reason
thereof.”

The amendment was agreed to.

Mr. BACON. I desire to ask the Senator from North Dakota
if he does not intend to go further and reach the point in the
amendment which strikes out all limitation as to time, or
whether the Senator desires to have that Brown amendment, as
we eall it, adopted in the particular that no limitation of time
is placed upon ihe length of service.

Mr. LODGE. The whole Brown amendment is now certainly
open, since there has been a change in it.

Mr. BACON. TUndoubtedly; but the Senator from North Da-
kota in charge of the bill has pointed out to the Senate one
amendment that he thought ought to be made to the Brown
amendment. I want to know from the Senator from North
Dakota whether he acquiesces in a further change which would
strike out altogether the limitation of time in designating the
length of service.

Mr. McCUMBER, TUnder the present law it makes no differ-
ence how long a man served if he were wounded so as to obtain
a pensionable status, I did not draft this provision. I did not
put it in on my own vote. It has been placed in here, and it
makes no limitation. I am not seeking to do anything further
than to make it conform fto what I think was intended.

Mr. BACON. I desire to call the attention of the Senator to
the fact that as I understand the Brown amendment it not only
reaches the cases of soldiers who were wounded, but it goes
further, extending to the cases of soldiers who were disabled by
reason of any disease contracted; and it removes all limitation
of time in both ecases, both in the case of disease as well as in
the case of wounds. I wish to know whether the Senator from
North Dakota intends to give his acquiescence to the removal
of the limitation of time which is found in the McCumber
amendment, as we called it?

Alr. McCUMBER. It is but perfectly fair to say that I oppose
personally the whole proposition and each and every section of
it, and I necessarily oppose that which will be without regard
to the length of service; but as the Senate passed it with that
in, I simply acquiesced in that which the Senate wanted to do.
I thought by calling to the attention of the Senate what was
really an error, and not what the Senate intended, I could get
them to agree with me about it. But the Senate fully understood
what the other meant without any possible question, and they
voted to put it in.

Mr. BACON. I do not think there is any doubt about the
fact that the Senate understood the whole thing, but the point
that struck my attention was this: The Senator from North
Dakota undoubtedly voted against the Brown amendment.
Now, when it comes to the Senate he points out a certain change
which he desires made, and he does not say anything about the
change of that feature of the Brown amendment which strikes

out the limitation in time. I desire to know whether the Sen-
ator from North Dakota acquiesces in that case, or whether he
desires to have the Senate again restore the limitation of time.

Mr. McCUMBER. I simply acquiesce in it because the Sen-
ate, after full consideration on a yea-and-nay vote, declared by
a majority of 2, T think, that they wanted it in. Therefore I
was compelled to acquiesce, and I assumed that the Senate
would vote the same way again.

Mr. BACON. The Senate did the same thing as to the fea-
ture in the Brown amendment which has been changed at the
instance of the Senator from North Dakota.

Mr. McCUMBER. But I do not think they fully understood
what the other feature was. I do think that the Senate fully
Elnderstoc(l what the last feature was, because it was very

ear.

Mr. BACON. There has been nothing in the way of discus-
sion which indicated that the* Senate was at all in doubt as
to the particular feature which the Senator from North Da-
kota has since succeeded in having amended. There was cer-
tainly no expression on the floor of the Senate.

Mr. McCUMBER. I assume that any Senator can now move
to strike out those words.

The VICE PRESIDENT. If there be no further amendments
the question is on the engrossment of the amendment as
amended. g

Mr. OVERMAN. I ask for the yeas and nays.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The yeas and nays have been
ordered on the passage of the bill.

Mr. OVERMAN. Very well

Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, a parliamentary inguiry.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Senator from Mississippi will
state it.

Mr. WILLIAMS. I do not know that I caught it all, but I
understand that the amendment to the Brown amendment
offered by the Senator from North Dakota has been passed.
Has the Brown amendment as amended been submitted to the
Senate?

The VICE PRESIDENT. The Brown smendment was con-
curred in. The question is on the engrossment of the amend-
ment and the third reading of the bill.

The amendment was ordered to be engrossed and the bill to be
read a third time.

The bill was read the third time.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The question is, Shall the bill pags?
upon which the yeas and nays have been ordered.

The Secretary proceeded to eall the roll.

Mr. BACON (when his name was called). As I previously
announced, I have a pair on this particular bill, as well as a
general pair, with the Senator from Minnesota [Mr. NELsON].
By his authority, I now state that if he were present he wonld
vote “yea.” If he were present and I were at liberty to vote,
I should vote *“nay.”

Mr. BURNHAM (when his name was called). On this ques-
tion T announce that I am paired with the Senator from Mary-
land [Mr. Smira]. If permitted to vote, I should vote “ yea.”

Mr. LORIMER (when Mr. CurLLom’s name was ecalled). I
wish to again announce the pair of my colleague [Mr. CurLLom]
with the Senator from Virginia [Mr. MarTIN], and to state that
if my colleague were present and at liberty to vote, he would
vote *“yea.”

Mr. DILLINGHAM (when his name was called). I again
announce my pair with the senior Senator from South Carolina
[Mr. TrLMman], and that I feel authorized under a telegram
from him to vote. I vote “yea.”

Mr. CLAPP (when Mr. Dixon's name was called). I desire
to announce the pair of the senior Senator from Montana [Mr.
Dixox] with the junior Senator from Texas [Mr. Barey]. If
the senior Senator from Montana were present and authorized
to vote, he would vote * yea.”

Mr. BURNHAM (when Mr. GALLINGER'S name was called).
I make the same statement I did before with reference to the
necessary absence of my colleague [Mr. GAruiNGger] and his
pair with the Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Crarke]. If my
colleague were present and voting, he would vote “yea.”

Mr. GAMBLE (when his name was called). I again announce
my pair with the junior Senator from Arkansas [Mr. Davis]
and withhold my vote. If I were at liberty to vote, I would
vote “ yea.”

Mr. HEYBURN (when his name was called). I have a pair
with the Senator from Alabama [Mr. BaAxxnaean]. If he were
present I am advised that he would vote “nay,” and was I at
liberty to vote I would vote “ yea.” |

Mr. SWANSON (when the name of Mr. Martin of Virginia
was called). I desire to announce that my colleague [Mr.
MarTIN] is detained from the Senate and is paired with the

MArom 29, -
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senior Senator from Illineis [Mr, Curoom].
were present, he would vote * nay.”

The roll eall was concluded.

Mr. CURTIS. I am requested to announce that the Senator
from Colorado [Mr. GuecENHEIM] is paired with the Senator
from Kentucky [Mr. PAYNTER].

Mr. BRADLEY. I again announce my pair with the senior
Senator from Tennessee [Mr. TAYLOR].

The result was announced—yeas 51, nays 16, as follows:

If my colleague

YEAS—b1.

Borah Cummins MeCumber Richardson
Bourne Curtis McLean Root
Brandegee Dillingham Martine, N. J. Shively
Briggs du Pont Myers Smith, Mich,
Bristow Gardner Newlands Smoot
Brown Gronna Nizon Stephenson
Burton Hiteheock 0'Gorman Sutherland
Chamberlain Johnson, Me. Oliver Townsend
Chilton Kenyon *age Warren

pf Kern Penrose Watson
Clark, Wyo. La Follette Perkins Wetmore
Crane Lodre Poindexter Works
Crawford Lorimer Pomerene

NAYS—16.
Bryan Johnston, Ala. Percy Smith, 8. C.
Culberson Lea Rayner Swanson
Fletcher Overman Simmons Thornton
Foster Owen Smith, Ga. Willlams
NOT VOTING—24.

Bacon Cullom Guggenheim Paynter
Balle Davis Heyburn
Bankhead Dixon Jones Smith, Md.
Bradiey Gallinger Lippitt Stone
Burnham Gamble Martin, Va. Taylor
Clarke, Ark. Gore Nelson Tillman

So the bill was passed.

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate adjourn.

Mr. McCUMBER. Will the Senator withhold that motion
for a1 moment? -

Mr. BSMOOT. Very well; I withhold the motion.

Mr. McCUMBER. 1 ask that the bill be printed as amended.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Without objection, an order there-
for will be entered.

ADJOURNMENT TO MONDAY.

Mr. McCUMBER. I now move that when the Senate ad-
journs to-day it adjourn to meet on Monday next.

Mr. SMOOT. Mr. President——

Mr. LLODGE. The motion is not debatable.

Mr. SMOOT. 1 simply want to say that I think the calen-
dar ought to be taken up to-morrow.

Mr. PENROSE. It can be taken up next week.

Mr. McOUMBER. We have had a hard day.

The VICE PRESIDENT. The guestion is on the motion of
the Senator from North Dakota [Mr. McCoumeer] that when
the Senate adjourns to-day it adjourn to meet on Monday next.

The motion was agreed to.

MOTOR AND OTHER VEHICLES IN GOVERNMENT SERVICE (S. DOC.
NO. 477).

The VICE PRESIDENT Inid before the Senate a communi-
cation from the Attorney General, transmitting, in response
to a resolution of the 25th instant, certain information relative
to the number of carriages, vehicles, etc., now owned by the
Government, or maintained at Government expense and used
by that department, etc., which was referred to the Committee
on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD,

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the amend-
ment of the House of Representatives to the conciirrent resolu-
tion of the Senate (8. Con. Res. 14) authorizing the Librarian
of Congress to furnish a copy of the daily and bound CoNGres-
s10NAL Recorp to the undersecretary of state for external af-
fairs of Canada. _

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the concurrent resolution and
amendment be referred to the Committee on Printing.

The motion was agreed to.

PETITIONS AND MEMORIALS.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a concurrent resolution
adopted by the Legislature of the State of New York, which
was referred to the Committee on Forest Reservations and the
Protection of Game and ordered to be printed in the Recorp,
as follows:

STATE oF NEW YOREK,
Office of the Becretary of State.
Pursnant to the direction therein contained, I have the honor to

transmit herewith the following concurrent resolution of the Senate
and Assembly of the State of New York, adopted March 4, 1912:
STATE oF NEW Youn (IN SEXATE),
Albany, March §, 1912
YWhereas there have been introduced in Congress three bills (Nos. H. R.
36, H. R. 4428, 8. 2367) to afford Federal protection to migratory
game birds; and

Whereas there is a wery general sentiment in this State in favor of
such protection, and an urgent request for the enactment of such a
%gml}u been made, as appears by nomerous petitions received : Now

ore

Resolved (if the assembly concur), That Con%rm be, and hereby -is,
megted to enact a law giving ample protection to migratory game

8

Resolved, That the legislatures of all other Btates of the United
States, now In session or when next convened, be, and they hereby are,
respectfully requested to join In this request by the adoption of this or
any equivalent resolution ;

Resoleed further, That the secretary of state be, and he herthly is,
directed to transmit copies of this resolution to the Benate and House
of Representatives of the United States, and to the several Members of
said body representing this State therein; also to transmit coples hereof
to the 1 latures of all other Btates of the United States.

By order of the genate,

PaTnicE H. McCane, Clerk.

IN ASSEMBLY,
. Mareh 4, 1912,

~

Concurred in without amendment.
By order of the assembly.
Frep W. Haxmsoxp, Olerk.

STATE OF NEW Yorkg (Ix ﬁﬁmm].

arch §, 1912,
The foregoing resolution was duly passed, a majority of all senators
elected voting In favor thereof. ;
By order of the senate.

T. F. Coxway, President.

BTATE oF NEW YoRrK (IN AssEMBLY),
AMarch 4, 1912,

The foregoing resolution was duly passed, a majority of all the mem-
bers elecﬁecf to lihe assembly voting In favor thereof.
By order of the assembly.
E. A. MerrITT, Jr., Bpeaker.

In witness whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and the seal of

office of the secretary of state, at the city of Albany, this 25th day of
March, 1912,

[smar.] ED“‘%RD Lazaxsky, Becrctary of State.

The VICE PRESIDENT presented a resolution adopted by
Denver Brown Camp, No. 20, United Spanish War Veterans,
Department of. Indiana, of Richmond, Ind., expressing their
thanks to all who gave assistance in the raising of the batile-
ship Maine, ete., which was referred to the Commitiee on
Naval Affairs.

He also presented a memorial of the Central Labor Union of
Portsmouth, N. H., remonstrating against the employment ot
enlisted men on Government vessels Iying in Portsmouth Har-
bor, N. H,, in the performance of work which heretofore de-
volved npon civilian employees, which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Naval Affairs. ~

He also presented petitions of the congregations of the Metho-
dist Episcopal Church, the Methodist and Baptist Churches of
Piedmont, Ala.; the Evangelical Lutheran Church of Mohrs-
ville, Pa.; and the Presbyterian and Methodist Churches ot
Big Sandy; of the Woman's Christian Temperance Unions of
Union City, Oreg., Athens, La., Orofine, Idaho, Tennessee City,
Tenn., Winnebago, Minn,, and Big Sandy, Tenn.; and of sundry
citizens of Union City, Oreg., praying for the adoption of an
amendment to the Constitution prohibiting the manufacture,
sale, and importation of intoxicating liquors, which were re-
ferred to the Committee on the Judieciary.

He also presented a petition of the legal representatives of
the Pokagon Tribe of Pottawattamie Indians, of Michigan and
Indiana, praying that protection be granted them as guaran-
teed in the Greenville peace treaty of August 3, 1795, which
was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs.

Mr. SIMMONS presented a memorial of sundry citizens of
Gibsonville, N. C., remonstrating against the extension of the
parcel-post system beyond its pfesent limitations, whieh was
referred to the Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a petition of members of the Ministerial
Union of Winston Salem, N, C., and a petition of sundry citizens
of Rutherford, N. C., praying for the ennctment of an interstate
liguor law to prevent the nullification of State liquor laws by
outside dealers, which were referred to the Committee on the
Judiciary.

Mr. SHIVELY presented a petition of Local Union No. 51,
International Union of Steam Engineers, of Indinnapolis, Ind.,
praying for the enactment of legzislation providing for the con-
struetion of one of the proposed new battleships in the Brook-
Iyn Navy Yard, which was referred to the Committee on Naval
Affairs, .

He also presented a petition of Harry O. Perkins Camp, No.
25, Department of Indiana, United Spanish War Veterans, of
South Bend, Ind., praying for the enactinent of legislation to
pension the widow and minor children of any officer or enlisted
man who served in the War with Spain or the Philippine insur-
rection, which was referred to the Committee on Pensions.
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Mr. BROWN presented memorials of sundry citizens of Ger-
ing and Bayard, in the State of Nebraska, remonstrating against
any reduction of the duty on sugar, which were referred to the
Committee on Finance.

He also presented petitions of sundry citizens of Amberst,
Potter, and Beatrice, all' in the State of Nebraska, praying for
the adoption of certain amendments to the oleomargarine law,
which were referred to the Committee on Agriculture and
Forestry. ¥

Mr. POINDEXTER presented petitions of the Woman's
Christian Temperance Union of Spokane, and of sundry citizens
of Spokane and Olympia, all in the State of Washington, pray-
ing for the enactment of an interstate liquor law to prevent the
nullification of State liquor laws by outside dealers, which were
referred to the Committee on the Judiciary.

He also presented a memorial of sundry citizens of La Crosse,
Wash., remonstrating against the extension of the parcel-post
system beyond its present limitations, which was referred to the
Committee on Post Offices and Post Roads.

He also presented a petition of sundry citizens of Tacoma,
Wash., praying for the passage of the so-called eight-hour bill,
which was referred to the Committee on Education and Labor.

Mr. O'GORMAN presented a concurrent resolution adopted by
the Legislature of the State of New York relative to the enact-
ment of legislaiion giving ample protection to migratory game
birds, which was referred to the Committee on Forest Reserva-
tions and the Protection of Game.

THE CONGRESSIONAL RECORD AND PARLTAMENTARY HANSARD.

Mr. SMOOT. From the Committee on Printing, I report a
joint resolution and ask unanimous consent for its present con-
sideration.

. The joint resolution (8. J. Res. 93) authorizing the Librarian
of Congress to furnish a copy of the daily and bound CoNGRES-
sIoNAL Recomp to the undersecretary of state for external
affairs of Canada, in exchange for a copy of the Parliamentary
Hansard, was read the first time by its title and the second
time at length, as follows:

Resoleed, efe., That the Librarian of Congress is hereby authorized
to furnish a copy of the daily and bound CONGRESSIONAL RECORD to the
undersecretary of state for external affairs of in exchange
for a copy o
is hereby directed to honor the requisition of the Librarian of Congress
for such copy. The Parllamentary Hansard so received shall be the
property of the Department of State.

The VICE PRESIDENT. Is there objection to the present
consideration of the joint resolution?

There being no objection, the Senate, as in Committee of the
Whole, proceeded to consider the joint resolution.

The joint resolution was reported to the Senate without
amendment, ordered to be engrossed for a third reading, read
the third time, and passed.

BILLS INTRODUCED,

Bills were introduced, read the first time, and, by unanimous
consent, the second time, and referred as follows:

By Mr. SIMMONS:

A bill (8. 6073) for the erection of a monument to Gen. James
Moore upon Moores Creek battleground, North Carolina; to the
Committee on the Library.

A Dbill (8, 6074) granting an increase of pension to Jane
Allen;

A bill (8. 6075) granting an increase of pension to William
E. Henry (with accompanying paper) ; and

A bill (8. 6076) granting an increase of pension to Rachel
Hagan (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on
Pensions. >

By Mr. FLETCHER :

A bill (8. 6077) granting an increase of pension to Mary C.
Riley (with accompanying papers); to the Committee on Pen-
glons,

By Mr. OWEN:

A bill (8. 6078) amending the act entitled “An act to provide
for the sale of the surface of the segregated coal and asphalt
lands of the Choctaw and Chickasaw Nations, and for other
purposes,” approved February 19, 1912; to the Committee on
Indian Affairs.

By Mr. CRANE: !

A bill (8. 6079) granting an increase of pension to Catherine
J. Orr; to the Committee on Pensions.
~ By Mr. O'GORMAN:; E A

A bill (8. 6080) for the relief of certain retired officers of the
Navy and Marine Corps; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. POMERENE:

A bill (8. 06081) granting an increase of pension to Edward
8. Bragg; to the Committee on Pensions.

Cana
the Parlinmentary Hansard, and that the Public Printer’

By Mr. PENROSE:

A bill (8. 6082) granting an honorable discharge to George
M. Bryan; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. BRADLEY :

A bill (8. 6083) granting an increase of pension to Edward
%lun;hy (with accompanying paper); to the Committee on

ensions.

AMENDMENTS TO RIVER AND HARDOR BILL (H. B. 21477).

Mr. FLETCHER submitted an amendment providing for a
survey of the Withlacoochee River, Fla., between Stokes Ferry
and Panasoffkee, etc., intended to be proposed by him to the
river and harbor appropriation bill, which was referred to the
Committee on Commerce and ordered to be printed.

Mr. O'GORMAN submitted an amendment relative to the im-
provement of Jamaica Bay and entrance thereto, New York, etc.,
intended to be proposed by him to the river and harbor appro-
priation bill, which was referred to the Committee on Commerce
and ordered to be printed.

He also submitted an amendment relative to the amount of
material excavated by the city of New York in dredging the
main interior channel in Jamaiea Bay, ete., intended to be pro-
posed by him to the river and harbor appropriation bill, which
was referred to the Committee on Commerce and ordered to be
printed.

AMENDMENTS TO APPROPRIATION BILLS.

Mr. CRAWFORD submitted an amendment proposing to ap-
propriate $£50,000 for survey and listing of lands within forest
reserves chiefly valuable for agriculture, ete., intended to be
proposed by him to the agricultural appropriation bill (H: 1%
18960), which was referred to the Committee on Agriculture
and Forestry and ordered to be printed.

Mr. BROWN (for Mr. DixoN) submitted an amendment pro-
posing to appropriate $30,000 for & survey of land on the Fort
Belknap Indian Reservation, Mont., ete., intended to be pro-
posed by him to the Indian appropriation bill (H. R. 20728),
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs and or-
dered to be printed.

Mr. OWEN submitted an amendment proposing that the fund
of $3900,257.92 placed to the credit of the Choctaw Indians by
act of March 1, 1907, shall draw interest at 5 per cent, to be
placed to their credit, etc., intended to be proposed by him to
the Indian appropriation bill (H. R. 20728), which was referred
to the Committee on Indian Affairs and ordered to be prinfed.

He also submitted an amendment providing that the restric-
tions on the right of alienation or encumbrance of allotments in
the Cherokee Nation be removed, save and except only the re-
stricted homesteads of the allottees now occupied by them, in-
tended to be proposed by him to the Indian appropriation bill,
which was referred to the Committee on Indian Affairs and
ordered to be printed.

He also submitted an amendment proposing to appropriate
$35,000 for the construction of a sanitary sewer system in Platt
National Park, Okla., intended to be proposed by him to the
Indian appropriation bill (H. R. 20728), which was referred to
the Committee on Indian Affairs and ordered to be printed.

SENATORS FROM ARIZONA.

Mr. SHIVELY submitted the following resolution (8. Res.
270), which was referred to the Committee on Privileges and
Elections:

Resolved, That the Senate now proceed to ascertain the classes to
which the Senators from the State of Arizona shall be assigned In con-
formity with the resclution of the 14th of May, 1789, and as the Con-

stitution requires.

Ordered, That the Secretarly &:t into the ballot box two papers of
equal size, one of which shall numbered 1 and the other shall be
a blank. Each of the Senators from the SBtate of Arizona shall draw
out one paper, and the Senator who shall draw the paper numbered 1
ghall be assigned to the class of SBenators whose term of service will

ire the day of March, 1017

;.,rhat the Secretary then put into the ballot box two pzﬁers of equal
gize, one of which shall be numbered 2 and the other shall be num-
bered 8. 'The other Senator shall draw out one paper. If
drawn be numbered 2, the Senator shall be assigned to the class of
Senators whose {erm of service will expire the 3d day of March, 1913,
and if the na drawn be numbered 3 the Senator shall be assigned to
the class of Senators whose term of service will expire the 3d day of

March, 1915.

the paper

GENERAL ARBITRATION TREATIES.

Mr. LODGE. I ask that the treaties of general arbitration
between the United States and Great Britain and France, as rati-
fied by the Senate, be printed as a Senate document (8. Doc.
No. 476).

The VICE PRESIDENT.
for is entered.

Without objection, an order there-
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REPORTS OF BUREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY (H. DOC. NO. 686).

The VICE PRESIDENT laid before the Senate the following
message from the President of the United States, which was
read and, with the accompanying paper, referred to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture and Forestry and ordered to be printed:

To the Senate and House of Representatives:

In compliance with the requirements of section 11 of the act
approved May 29, 1884 (23 Stat., 31), providing for the estab-
lishment of a Bureau of Animal Industry, I transmit herewith
copies of the reports of the operations of said bureau for the
fiscal years ended June 30, 1910, and June 30, 1911.

} War, H. TarT.

TaE WHITE HoUsg, March 29, 1912.

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED.

H. R.18849. An act for the relief of the Winnebago Indians
of Nebraska and Wisconsin was read twice by its title and re-
ferred to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

H. R.19212. An act making appropriations for the Diplomatic
and Consular Service for the fiscal year ending June 30, 1913,
was read twice by its title and referred to the Committee on
Appropriations. : :

H. R. 20842. An act to provide for a tax upon white-phos-
phorus matches, and for other purposes, was read twice by its
title and referred to the Committee on Finance.

Mr. SMOOT. I move that the Senate adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; and (at 9 o'clock and 10 minutes
p. m., Friday, March 29, 1912) the Senate adjourned until Mon-
day, April 1, 1912, at 2 o'clock p. m.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
Froay, March 29, 1912.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon. ;

Rev. George IRobinson, Chaplain United States Army, retired,
offered the following prayer:

O Lord, our Lord, how excellent is Thy name in all {lie earth,
who hast set Thy glory above the heavens. When I consider
Thy heavens, the work of Thy fingers, the moon and stars, which
Thou hast ordained, what is man that Thou art mindful of him,
and the son of man that Thou visitest him? For Thou hast made
him a little lower than the angels and hast crowned him with
glory and honor. Thou hast made him to have dominion over
the work of Thy hand; Thou hast put all things under his feet.
We rejoice in the fact, O God, in the high place Thou hast
given to us in the order of creation and, although we have
marred Thy image and defaced Thy likeness, we rejoice that
Thou bast set to work spiritual redemptive forces to bring us
back again to that high place. Enable us, O God, in thought, in
word, and in deed to cooperate with those spiritual forces in
our own souls, for our own sake and for humanity’'s sake and for
the glory of our God. We ask for the Lord Jesus Christ’s sake.
Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and ap-
proved.

VIEWS OF MINORITY ON ABOLISHING COMMERCE COURT.

Mr. SIMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent that the
minority of the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce
be permitted to present their views on the bill H. R. 19078, and
that they be printed with the report of the committee.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Tennessee asks unani-
mous consent that the minority of the Committee on Interstate
and Foreign Commerce have permission to file their views and
have them printed along with the report of the majority (H.
Rept. 472, pt. 2). Is there objection? [After a pause.} The
Chair hears none. .

MARY CHRISTMILLER.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following privileged
resolution.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution.

The Clerk read as follows: -

House resolution 446 (H. Rept. 4738).

Resolved, That the Clerk of the House is hereby authorized to pay,
out of the contingent fund. to Mary Christmiller, widow of Conrad
Christmiller, late a folder of the House, a sum equal to six months of
his salary as such employee and an additional amount, not exceeding
$250, for the funeral expenses of said Conrad Christmiller.

The SPEAKER. The question is on the adoption of -the reso-
Intion.
The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.

‘class B, and $10

MABEL E. PERRY.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I offer the following resolution.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the resolution,

The Clerk read as follows: :

House resolution 447 (H. Rept. 474).

Resalved, That the Clerk of the House is hereby authorized to ;‘m{,
out of the contingent fund, to Mary Perry, widow of A. M. Perry, late
a cloakroom man of the House, a sum equal to six months of his
salary as such employee and an additional amount, not exceeding $250,
for the funeral expenses of said A. M. Perry.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr, Speaker, I wish to amend the name of the
beneficiary and change it from * Mary ” to “ Mabel E.”

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report the amendment.

The Clerk read as follows:

Amend, line 2, by striki t th s i th
o inlfeia.] %, ?{I:b;l EI.:‘E out the word * Mary " and inserting the
The question was taken, and the amendment was agreed to.

The resolution as amended was agreed to.

GOOD ROADS.

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
to léddress the House for half a minute on the subject of good
roads.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri asks unani-
mous consent to address the House for half a minute. Is there
objection? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none. [Ap-
plause.]

Mr. SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous con-
sent to extend my remarks in the ReEcorp. [Applause.]

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to the request of the gen-
tleman from Missouri? [After a pause.] The Chair hears none,
and it is so ordered.

. Mr., SHACKLEFORD. Mr. Speaker, a great number of bills
on the subject of good roads have at one time or another been
Introduced into Congress. An inspection of these bills disclosed
such an infinite variety of proposed plans that any legislation
seemed hopeless. With a view to bringing order out of this
chaos authors of various bills on the subject held a conference,
and after much consideration prepared as their joint product
the following bill :

A bill providing that the United States shall in certain cases make

conﬁpensntlcn for the use of highways for carrying free rural delivery
mail.

Be it enacted, ete., That for the purposes of this act certain highways ~

of the several States, the civil subdivisions thereof, and companies in-
corporated under the laws of the several States are classified as follows :

’lass A shall embrace well-graded roads outside of incorporated
cities, towns, and villages, of not less than 1 mile in length, upon
which the steepest incline shall not exceed 5 per cent wherever prac-
ticable, not less than 25 feet wide between the ditches, well dr
with a wagon way or road track not less than 14 feet wide, com
of bituminous macadam, brick, or of macadam not less than 6 inches
thick, rolled, bonded, and maintained with a smooth, firm surface, both
shoulders and roadway properly constructed and continuously cared for.

Class B shall embrace well-graded roads outside of incorporated
cities, towns, and villages, of not less than 1 mile in length, upon
which the steepest incline shall not exceed 5 per cent wherever prac-
ticable, 25 feet wide between the side ditches, well drained, with a
wagon way or road track 16 feet wide, composed of burnt clay, shells,
sand-clay, or e‘izrnvel. not less than 8 Inches thick, continuously kept
well compacted and with a firm, smooth surface, with roadway well and
properly crowned so as to quickly shed water into the side difches.

Class C shall embrace roads outside of incorporated cities, towns,
and vill , of not less than 1 mile in length, upon which the s t
incline shall not exceed 5 per cent wherever practicable, which shall
be kept well graded, crowned, and drained to a width of not less than
18 feet, with split log drag or other similar means, so as to be reason-
ably passable for wheeled vehicles at all times.

gxc‘ 2. That whenever the United States shall continuously use any
highway of any State, or civil subdivision thereof, or of any company
incorporated under the laws of any State which fall within classes A,
B, or C for the Eur‘puse of transporting free rural delivery mail, com-
pensation for such use shall be made at the rates of $30 per annum per
mile for highways of class A, $20 per annum per mile for highways of
r annum per mile for highways of class C. = The
United States shall not pay any other comipensation or toll for such use
of such highways than that provided for in this section, and shall pay
no compensation whatever for the use of any highway not. fn.ll?ng
within classes A, B, or C.

Sec, 3. That the Director of Roads in the Department of Agriculture
.shall determine the class, if any, into which any road shall fall, and
his determination upon that subject shall be final.

Sec. 4. That the compensation herein provided for shall be paid at
the end of each fiseal Eear by the Treasurer of the United States upon
warrants drawn upon him by the Postmaster General to the officers or
persons entitled to the custody of the funds of the respective highways
entitled to compensation under this act.

" Skc. 5. That this act shall go into effect on the 1st day of July, 1913.

Mr. Speaker, those participating in the conference signed the
following document:

To the Commitice on Agriculture: N

The undersigned Members, who have introduced bills on the subject of
good roads, desiring to secure, as far as possible, harmony and unity of
action among the friends of such legislation, have conferred with a view
to agreeing upon a bill. After careful consideration we have prepared




4018

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

MArcH 29,

ilne_osagreod upon the subjoined bill, and requested Mr. BHACKLEFORD to
ntroduce it on behalf of us all. We have further requested Mr.
SHACKLEFORD to appear before you and respectfully bespeak for the bill
early and favorable consideration.
Very respectfully, _
Ezexiel 8, CANDLER, of Mississippl; J. THomas HEFLIN, of
Alabama; THos. L. Rusey, of Missourl; Jomx J.
WriTACEE, of Ohlo; JosgpH TAcGART, of Kansas;
Joserr HOWELL, of Utah; James ¥, Byrxes, of South
Carolina ; KeNxeTH D. MCKELLAR, of Tennessee ; E. W.
SAUNDERS, of Virginia:- Wit B. Fraxcis, of Ohio;
Ricmarp W. AUsTIN, of Tennessce; Fergis, of
Oklahoma : . R. ANTHOXY, Jr., of Kansas; Gro. WHITE,
of Ohio; WaALTER L. HENSLEY, of Missouri; JAMES M.
Cox, of Ohio; Gro. A. NEELEY, of Kansas: J. J. RUs-
SELL, of Mlssouri: J. H. GoEKE, of Ohio; H. D. FLooD,
of ‘Firglnla: Burton L. FeExcH, of Idabo; T. T. Axs-
BERRY, of Ohio; C. C. ANDERSON, of Ohlo; P. P. Came-
BELL, of Kansas; 8. F. Provry, of Jowa; W. C.
ApaMsoxn, of Georgia; Bizp McGuirg, of Oklahoma;
D. W. SHACKLEFoRD. of Missouri.

In obedience to this request I have to-day introduced the bill
and will at its first meeting appear before the Committee on
Agriculture and respectfully ask its consideration.

Those who have participated in the preparation of this bill
would not contend that they have presented a perfect measure.
They only claim for it that its enactment would be to pass from
the realm of discussion to the field of action.

The good-roads movement is in its formative stage. Nobody
can foretell what will finally be adopted as standard construc-
tion. It is doubtfnl whether there will ever be any method of
road building which will be universal. It is probable that the
character of our roads will differ according to the varying con-
ditions of climate and the diversified classes of road material
which are available.

One phase of road building which must never be lost sight of
is the cost of construction. With unlimited funds it were an
ensy matter to build a few miles of model road. It is quite
another thing to supply the whole country with a system of
good roads at a cost which shall not be ruinous to taxpayers.
No matter how, or where, or by whom roads shall be constructed,
in the end the taxpayers will have to foot the bills. They will
be fortunate indeed if the enthusiasm for good roads which now
pervades the country shall not lead to much extravagant and
improvident expenditure of money. A system of expensive road
building might become so oppressive that it would have to be
abandoned, and then retrogression rather than progress would
be the result.

If the United States should pay for the use of roads coming
up to the standards required by this bill it would not be long
until all of the States and counties would bring their roads to
such a stage of perfection as would entitle them to participate
in the distribution of the compensation provided by the measure
we propose. -

Since the taxpayers generally would have to pay the cost of
road construction, the roads should be distributed as widely as
possible among the people who pay for them. We have given
much thought to the working out of a plan which would furnish
an equitable apportionment of the roads among the people.
While any plan must be somewhat arbitrary, we have thought
that as fair and general a system as could be devised would be
to take free rural-delivery routes as a basis. This would give
a share of road improvement to every State and every county
in the country.

It may be urged that since the Government is to pay for the use
of the roads it ought to have control of them. The bill which we
submit for consideration gives ample protection to the Govern-
ment by providing that no compensation shall be paid for the
use of any road which does not come up to the established
standard, and that an officer of the Government shall have sole
power to determine that question.

The Democratic principle of local self-government ought to
apply to road building and maintenance as to other matters of
local concern. We therefore concluded that the States and
muniecipalities thereof should have control of the location, con-
struction, and maintenance of the roads, and let the United
States pay for using them just as it now pays the railroads for
carrying the mails.

If the roads were to be laid out and constructed by United
States engineers sent out from Washington it would cost many
times more than if done by local authorities.

Then, too, if United States engineers, instead of State and
county authorities, were to have control of our roads we might
find ourselves with a few cross-continent highways of great per-

fection to be used by tourists. while the great majority of the:

people who pay the expenses would be without ways of travel,
Tt would be pleasant if there was a well-paved avenue from
New York to the Golden Gate, over which automobile enthusi-
asts might glide in pleasant pastime, but it would be more
profitable if we had a general system of good roads over which

the farmers could get their mail and transport their products
to market. We would not be understood as inveighing against
the use of automobiles. We realize that these vehicles are here
and here to stay. They are rapidly becoming necessities to
modern civilization, and we look with pleasure upon their grow-
ing use. They should be kept in mind in the construction of
our highways. A general system of good roads, however, would
afford far greater facilities for even automobile travel than
could be had by expending all available funds on a few fancy
highways, lenving the rest of the country neglected.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the balance of my time.

THE WOOLEN SCHEDULE.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the House
resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House on the
state of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R. 22195—
a bill to reduce the duties on wool and manufactures of wool—
and, pending that motion, I will first ask unanimous consent
that all gentlemen who address the House on this bill and
other Members cof the House may have five legislative days
after the vote on the bill to extend their remarks or print in the
Recorp on the subject matter of this bill.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama moves that
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the consideration of the bill H. R.
22195—the wool bill—and, pending that, he asks unanimous con-
sent that all gentlemen have five legislative days in which to
print remarks on the subject matter of the bill after the bill
passes the House. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. i

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, pending the motion, I de-
sire to know whether I can reach an agreement with the gen-
tleman from New York [Mr. Payxe] in regard to the considera-
tion of the bill? :

Mr. PAYNE. Mr. Speaker, I am willing, so far as T am con-
cerned, to agree to let general debate extend until 4 o'clock
on Monday and then close, but I do not care whether we have
any debate under the five-minute rule or a chance to offer
amendments -or not in committee, because I realize it is futile
to go through the exercise of that function.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I understood the gentle-
man from New York has a substitute to offer for the bill, which
I presume he desires to offer in the House and have a record
vote on it.

Mr. PAYNE. Well, yes; I will offer it with a motion to re-
commit.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am perfectly willing for the gentle-
man to have an opportunity to offer it as a substitute if he de-
sires to do so.

Mr. PAYNE. We can agree on that later; I do not care so
much about that.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent
that all debate on this bill shall continue to-day and Saturday
and on Monday up to 4 o'clock; at that time the committee shall
rise and report the bill to the House, the previous question shall
be ordered, and that the gentleman from New York shall have
the privilege, if he desires to do so, to offer in the House, as
a substitute for the bill, the bill that he has indicated he desires
to offer.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will suggest to the gentleman
from Alabama that next Monday is unanimous-consent day and
suspension of the rules.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, I will include with the request for
unanimous consent that business in order on Monda§ shall be
in order on Tuesday next.

The SPEAKER. Pending the motion to go into the Commit-
tee of the Whole House on the state of the Union, the gentleman
from Alabama asks unanimous consent——

Mr. BROUSSARD. Mr. Speaker, may I ask the gentleman
from Alabama if this is the same bill which passed the extra
session of Congress?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The one proposed by the majority of
the committee is the same.

Mr. BROUSSARD. The same bill in every detail?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. The same bill in every detail except the
dates. There is no change in the bil] except as to date, and
the fact that it was considered under the flve-minute rmle in
the committee at the time is the reason I ask unanimous con-
sent to close debate at the conclusion of general debate.

AMr. NORRIS. Mr, Speaker, will the gentleman yield:

AMr. BROUSSARD. Where is the necessity for this waste of
time until Monday if the Dbill has already been considered by
this House and passed?

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Well, I will state to the gentleman from
Tounisiana that the President vetoed this bill, or a bill similar to
the one that is being brought before the House now, stating
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that he did so because the so-called Tariff Board had not made
a report. If the Tariff Board had not made a report up to this
time I would not have brought the bill before the House again;
but the Tariff Board having made a report I think it is
proper that the House and the Senate should have an oppor-
tunity again to consider this bill, with the findings of the Tariff
Board before them, and the purpose of the debate is to give the
House an opportunity to discuss the bill from the standpoint of
the report of the Tariff Board.

Mr. BROUSSARD. Do I understand that the Tariff Board
has also brought in a report on the cotton schedule?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It has, in the last day or two.

Mr. BROUSSARD. What is in contemplation in regard to
that?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, I will say to the gentleman very
eandidly that I can only speak for myself. The Tariff Board
report has been ordered printed. It will probably be a week or
10 days or two weeks before the report is printed and comes
back to the Committee on Ways and Means. When it comes
back to the committee I think undoubtedly the committee will
carefully consider the report.

Now, as to whether the committee will report a bill on the
subject or not it will largely depend on the action of the United
States Sendte, as to whether or not it gives consideration to the
bills that we have already sent over there, and to the wool bill.
If their action indicates that we can pass legislation, I am in-
clined to think that the Committee on Ways and Means—speak-
ing for myself only and not having consulted the other members
of the committee—will report a cofton schedule to the House.
If the Senate does not act upon any of the bills pending before
them now it would be futile for us to take up any further time
of the House in the consideration of such bills.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that general debate on this bill begin immediately
after the House shall have resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, and continue until
4 o'clock Monday.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Mr. Speaker, will the gentleman yield?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Yes.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Does that request contemplate that all
the time between 12 o’clock and next Monday at 4 o'clock shall
be ocecupied in general debate, with no other business inter-
vening?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. No other business shall intervene, and
that the time shall be equally divided between the gentleman
from New York [Mr. Pay~se] and myself.

The SPEAKER. Of course it ought to be understood that
there is excepted out of that these little resolutions of pressing
importanece that take no considerable time to pass.

Mr. LONGWORTH. That is the reason I asked the question,
Mr. Speaker, because it might be that some little resolutions—
from the Committee on Accounts, for instance—might be
brought up.

The SPEAKER. The Chair will not recognize anybody for
anything that will take up very much time on Monday, or to-
morrow, either.

Mr. LONGWORTH. That is perfectly satisfactory.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama asks unani-
mous consent that the general debate on this wool bill begin
immediately after the House resolves itself into the Committee
of the Whole House on the state of the Union, and continue
until 4 o’clock Monday, when the committee shall rise and re-
port back to the House; that the gentleman from New York
[Mr. Payxe] shall have, if he so elects, the privilege of offer-
ing a substitute bill in the House, and the previous gquestion
shall be considered as ordered on the bill and the amendments,
if any, to the final passage; that the business which is in order
on Monday under the Calendars for Unanimous Consent, Sus-
pension of the Rules, and Discharge of Committees shall be
transferred to Tuesday, and that the time shall be equally di-
vided between the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. Uxperwoobn]
and the gentleman from New York [Mr. Payxe]. Is there
objection?

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Speaker, as I understand it, that proposi-
tion would eliminate all amendments under the five-minute rule?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Well, the only reason that I propose to
do so is that this bill has once been congidered in the House un-
der the five-minute rule, and the minority desire to offer a full
substitute.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like to say to the gen-
tleman that while I do not know that I will offer any amend-
ments, I know that there are several other Members who have
been talking about offering amendments that would come in
under the five-minnte rule, and I do not believe we ought to take
away the right of any Member to offer under the five-minute
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rule any amendment that might be germane or proper, and I
would not want to consent to anything that would take away
that privilege.

_Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, how much time does the gentle-
man think ought to be allowed under the five-minute rule in
which to offer amendments?

Mr. NORRIS. Well, there has never been a limit set here-
tefore, so far as offering amendments is concerned. I am not
making any suggestion in regard to general debate. I will not

ask anything as to that, but I do not want to eliminate the five-
minute-rule debate and the right to offer amendments.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from Ne-
braska that I thought that probably the House would prefer to
have Monday for general debate instead of taking the bill up
as we expected to do. If we can not come to this arrangement
on Monday under the five-minute rule—of course I have no
preference myself—if gentlemen on that side of the House de-
sire to consider the bill on Monday under the five-minute rule,
of course I will not only yield, but will be glad to yield to their
desire in the matter. But the bill having once been considered
under the five-minute rule and the minority having a full sub-
stitute, I thought the arrangement that I proposed wounld prob-
ably accommodate the House better.

Mr. NORRIS. I will say to the gentleman that, so far as I
know, I shall not want to offer a large number of amendments,
perhaps none; but I do not know whether those cooperating
with me will desire to offer many. It is possible that this dis-
cussion might develop a situation that would induce Members
to offer amendments under the five-minute rule. I do not think
any unnecessary time will be taken up on anything, but I do not
want to see Members deprived of the opportunity fo offer any
amendments if it should be deemed desirable to offer them.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I will ask the gentleman if it might not
be possible to agree that amendments be offered and consid-
ered as pending, and then voted on at the same time the bill is
voted on in the House.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I would not want to agree that we
should have a lot of amendments pending that would go into
the Hounse. I would be perfectly willing to agree that general
debate close at 3.30 instead of 4, and that the last half hour
shall be open to amendments to be considered in Committee of
the Whole.

Mr. NORRIS. My own idea is that that would be plenty of
time, but I would not want to limit it to half an hour.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection?

Mr. DALZELL. Does the gentleman’s request for unanimous
consent contemplate the passage of the bill finally without its
being read at all?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I proposed that. I am perfectly will-
ing to close debate Saturday night and consider the bill under
the five-minute rule in the usual way, if gentlemen desire it. [
made the suggestion I did because it seemed to meet with the
approval of the gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYNE].

Mr. MANN. Of course the bill would have to be read in
Committee of the Whole, unless its reading was waived by
unanimons consent. P

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Certainly; but this unanimous consent
would waive that.

AMr. MANN. That would only apply to the second reading,
not to the first reading.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman from New York [Mr.
Payxe] preferred to have the time for general debate rather
than under the five-minute rule, and I was endeavoring to com-
ply with this request. T ask the Chair to put the request.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection? [After a pause.] The
Chair hears none, and it is so ordered. Before the Chair puts
the motion of the gentleman from Alabama——

Mr. NORRIS. Mr., Speaker, I do not want to be shut off in
that way. I have said several times during this controversy
here that I wonld not consent to any agreement that wonld take
away the right to offer amendments under the five-minute rule.

Mr, JAMES. But the gentleman did not object. He gaid he
would never consent, but he did not object.

Mr. NORRIS. I did not expect the Speaker, and I do not
think the Speaker intended, to take advantage of me. He
probably did not hear me.

The SPEAKER. The Chair thinks really the gentleman slept
on his rights, but nevertheless and notwithstanding the Chair
will recognize the objection.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Is there objection?

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman from Nebraska object?

Mr. NORRIS. I do object.

Mr. MANN. I suggest to the gentleman that he ask for a
division of the time for general debate. That will give a great
many more Members an opportunity to take part in the debate.
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Mr. UNDERWOOD. Then, I will ask unanimous consent
that the general debate on this bill may run to-day and to-
IMOITOW.

Mr. MANN. I do not mean to limit the time, but to divide
the time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
can be had.

Mr. LONGWORTH. Would the gentleman consider a request
to close general debate at half past 8 o'clock on Monday, and
then proceed to read the bill under the five-minute rule for not
to exceed one hour?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I indicated that to the gentleman——

Mr. NORRIS. I would not want to limit that time. I do not
think it will take that much time, but I know what might
happen under that kind of an arrangement. There will be
no trouble about it.

Mr. MANN. I suggest that the general debate run until 3
o’clock Monday. Then, I think fhe temper of the House will
be such——

Mr, NORRIS. There will be no attempt to prolong the
general debate under the five-minute rule, as far as I know.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I am perfectly willing that we should
limit the debate until 3 o'clock Monday, and consider the bill
under the five-minute rule for one hour after that, fo give
opportunity for amendment.

Mr. NORRIS. The time might then be all taken up under
the first section.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. Then, I ask the Chair to put my motion,
that the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole
House on the state of the Union.

The SPEAKER. Before putting the motion the Chair will
submit to the House a personal request.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

By unanimous consent, leave of absence was granted to Mr.
Sararr, for two days, on account of illness in his family.

THE WOOLEN SCHEDULE.

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Alabama moves that
the House resolve itself into the Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union for the consideration of House bill
22195.

The question being taken, the motion was agreed fo.

Accordingly the House resolved itself into the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union for the considera-
tion of the bill (H. R. 22195) to reduce the duties on wool
and manufactures of wool, with Mr. Gearam in the chair.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous con-
gent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed with.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Alabama asks unan-
imous consent that the first reading of the bill be dispensed
with, Is there objection?

There was no objection.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, the bill, H. R. 22195,
which the Committee on Ways and Means now presents to the
House for its consideration, is in all respects identical with the
bill passed by the House last summer, except the change in
date of effectiveness, Hence I do not propese to occupy the
time of the House now in discussing a bill which was so fully
discussed a few months ago. The House has had full oppor-

* tunity to understand the terms of this measure. .

As the committee is resubmitting this bill to the House with-
out change of basis or rates, no change in its revenue estimate
is called for. It is believed by the committee that no loss in
revenue will result from the enactment of H. R. 22195, but that
the bLill will produce approximately as much as in 1910, when
the revenue from Schedule K was $41,904,850,

The reason for again bringing this bill before the House is
the fact that the President of the United States vetoed the wool
bill at the extra session of Congress last summer and based his
veto on the ground that the so-called Tariff Board had not made
a report to him, and not until their data was before him could
he determine whether the bill then rejected was a proper re-
vision of Schedule K. In his veto message of August 17, 1911,
the President said:

If there ever was a schedule that needed consideration and investiga-
tion and elaborate explanation by experts before Its amendment, it is
Schedule K. There is a wides dpread belief that many rates in the pres-
ent schedule are foo high and are in excess of any needed protection
for the wool grower or manufacturer. l ghare this belief and have so
stated in several public addresses. I have no sufficlent data upon
which I can judge how Schedule K Dught to be amended or how Its rates
ought to be reduced in order that the new bill shall furnish the p fe
measure of protection and no more. Nor have I sources of information
which satisfy me that the bm resented to me for signature will aceom-
plish this result. * en the accurate information
which justifies such ncﬂo‘n I shall recommend to Congress as great a
reduction in Schedule K as the measure of protection already stated
will rmit. The failure of the present bill should not be regarded,

I want a limitation of the time, if it

therefore, as taking awny the only chance for reduction by this Congress.

In its report on H. R. 11019 (H. Rept. No. 45, 62d Cong., 1st
sess.) the committee said:

It would be trifling with the people to give further consideration to
Republican counsels of more delay in this matter, whether with r
to statistical data concerning cost of production promised at a m
date, or for any further reasons.

Notwithstanding this conviction, the Demeocratic majority of
the House of Representatives, impatient to respond to the de-
mands of the people for a speedy revision of a schedule of in-
defensible rates, was forced to delay further effort in answer
to the protests of the American people.

In his message of December 20, 1911, the President said :

I now herewith submit a report of the Tarl® Board on Schedule K.
The board is unanimous in its findings. On the basis of these findin

I now recommend that the le:flress proceed to a consideration of tl:ﬁ!I
schedule with a view to its revislon and a general reduction of its rates.

Because of this condition, the majority members of the Ways
and Means Committee again recommend a wool bill and give
the Congress opportunity once more to send to the President a
bill revising Schedule K for his consideration and action. The
only event that has oceurred since the bill of last session (H. R.
11019) was sent to the President has been the transmission of
the report of the Tariff Board with reference to Schedule K.

QUESTION OF RATES.

Unless some data can be found in this report that will suffice
to show the necessity of changing the bill originally reported
by the Ways and Means Committee there can be no ground for
altering the deliberate expression of opinion arrived at last
summer after careful investigation and embodied in H. It. 11019.
If, moreover, it be found that the Tariff Board has not sub-
mitted any facts supporting changes in last session’s bill, it may
fairly be asked whether a board of this character is after all
more trustworthy and reliable than a committee of Congress
vested with the power to obtain direct information under oath,
to employ such assistance as it may need, and to submit its
findings to the judgment of disinterested and expert men. For
this reason, while entirely rejecting the view that the theory
of comparative costs of production furnishes a guide to the
rates of duty to be prescribed in a tariff bill, the Committee
on Ways and Means have made a careful analysis of the Tariff
Board report submitted to Congress by the President (with his
special message of December 20, 1911) in order to interpret
the findings and to discover in what, if any, particulars the
committee’s report of last year was defective, and to adjust the
duties in an equitable and proper -manner. The committee’s
analysis of the report has failed to reveal anything that re-
quires a single change in the rates as fixed in the former bill
(H. R. 11019), and hence the committee is constrained to pre-
sent again the results of its investigations of last summer as
embodied in the bill presented to the House at that time. The
majority members of the Committee on Ways and Means are
giving to the House the results of painstaking and thorough
analysis of the report of the Tariff Board by embodying them
in its report on this bill, and I shall append-it to my remarks.
The conclusions reached from the Tariff Board report, and the
manner in which they have been deduced, are fully and clearly
set forth in the committee’s report, so that he who follows the
logic of facts must needs be convinced that the committee's
analysis of the Tariff Board’'s report is fair, just, and invineible.

Of course, it is only proper to state that the Tariff Board
represents the views of the President of the United States, who
has said that he favors such a revision of the tariff as will equal
the difference in the cost of production at home and abroad, to-
gether with a reasonable profit fo the American manufacturer.
Democrats do not approach tariff revision from the viewpoint of
the President and his Tariff Board. We on this side of the
House do not believe a tariff should be levied for the purpose of
protection. We do not believe it is right that the manufacturer
be gnaranteed a “ reasonable profit” by tariff legislation. We
would Tevy tariff duties at such rates as would supply the Gov-
erninent with its reqnired revenue—no more and for no other
purpose. It is not impossible that the same facts might serve
as a basis for the conclusions of those who would protect manun-
facturers in a reasonable profit as well as for the conclusions
of those who would write the tariff law for revenue purposes
only and without regard fto the idea of protection.

BOARD EXPENSIVE AXD RESULTS UXBATISFACTORY.

The question naturally arises in this connection whether un-
der the circumstances this so-called Tariff Doard should be con-
tinued and looked to to provide a basis on which to write revenue
bille, nnd whether the bill TI. R. 22262, which the gentleman
from New York will offer as a substitute for the one proposed
by the majority members of the Ways and Means Committee, is
in accord with the findings of the Tariff Board.

The Congress has appropriated within the last three years
£550,000 for the work of this so-called Tariff Board. Large
salaries, heavy payments to experts, costly visits o Europe, and
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maximum per diem allowances have taken at last one-half of
the money. The pay roll of the board on October 15, 1911, in-
cluding the fiye board members, contained the names of 142
persons. The rates of remuneration at that time, if eontinned
for a year, would total $292,360, an average rate of over $2,000
a year for every one of the employees down to the charwomen
and messengers.

A few instances will be sufficient to indicate the extravagant
practices of the board with regard to salaries. The chief statis-
tician was getting $2.500 before the board employed him at
$£5,000. The official reporter, $2,000 before the board took him at
$£3.,000. One of the persons designated as file clerk was getiing
$1,400 before the board employed him at $2,250. At least three
special agents were employed at $500 per month, several at $400
per month, and numerous others at equally extravagant figures.

The apparent results of that appropriation have been a report
relative to wood pulp and paper, submitted in Senate Document
849 in the Rixty-first Congress, a report on the wool schedule,
found in Honse Document No. 342, Sixty-second Congress, and a
report on the cotton schedule that was submitted within the
last week and is now in the hands of the printer. The report
on wood pulp and paper was not satisfactory to either the House
or the Senate and apparently not satisfactory to the Tariff
Board itself, as it subsequently amended dts findings on the
matter. It was not satisfactory to the President, since he com-
pletely disregarded its ultimate findings by recommending com-
plete free trade in pulp and paper on the reciprocity basis.

AUTHORITY AND CAPACITY OF BOARD.

The first test of the reports which naturally snggests itself is
that of authority and capacity of the board. President Taft
originally requested the appointment of a board of tariff ex-
perts whose function was to scientifically indicate the changes
needed in existing tariff schedules. Later he changed his ex-
pressions on ihis subject and spoke chiefly of the necessity of
having ecareful investigators and capable economists, who
should study the tariff schedules from a common-sense stand-
point. The President has said that his board is not composed
of general tariff experts—indeed, that there are no such ex-
perts—but that they are trained students and capable investi-
gators whose opinions may be trusted.

The chairman of the board, Prof. Henry C. Emery, was edn-
cated chiefly in Bowdoin College and Columbia University and
in the University of Berlin, He was instructor at Bowdoin
College from 1894 to 1897, professor of economics at the same
institution from 1897 to 1900, and has since been professor at
Yale University. Teaching economics is not an occupation that
necessarily gives technieal familiarity with tariff questions or
other specialized phases of the subject. As an author Prof.
Emery is best known by his work entitled “ Speculation on the
Stock and Produce Exchanges of the United States.”

The second economist on the board, Prof. Thomas Walker
Page, was educated partly in ‘this country and partly abroad
at the University of Leipzig, and has tanght in various institu-
tiong, including the University of (California and the University
of Virginia, where he was professor at the time of his appoint-
ment. It is true that he, like Prof. Emery, had not been known
as a writer or student on tariff questions. His reputation rested
chiefly upon monographs relating to eonditions in early England
and not upon studies of recent or modern industrial problems.
“ The End of Villeinage in England ” is the best known work by
Prof. Page.

Another member, Mr. James B. Reynolds, after a general
newspaper experience, occupied various appointments in con-
nectlon with the Iepublican organization in Massachusetts,
then was Assistant Secretary of the Treasury for several years,
and was finally transferred to the Tariff Board. Asan adminis-
trator in charge of customs his work consisted largely of super-
vision and official action on matters prepared by subordinates.
He was sent as a member of a commercial commission to
France, and about the same time served as member of an ad-
ministrative commission which investigated the Limoges china
schedule at Limoges, France.

~ Mr. A, H. Sanders, for many years a business man of good
standing in Chicago and editor of the Breeder's Gazette, had
not, so far as can be lenrned, either contributed to or made any
very serious study of tariff problems prior to his nomination.

Mr. W. M. Howard had for several years been a Member of
Congress, serving upon a number of committees, none of which
were concerned with tariff legislation.

. These gentlemen are no doubt men of character and standing
but, so far as the facts before me disclose, they are not men
who, previous to entering this work had any expert knowledge
of tariff matters or any experience that could aid them in
reaching correct conclusions on the tariff guestions which come
before the Ways and Means Committee of the House or the
Finance Committee of the Senate,

METHODS OF WORK.

To ascertain the facts with regard to the cost of production
abroad, I find that in the surimer of 1911 the beard sent four
special agents to England, France, Germany, and other ecoun-
tries. I am informed that but one of these agents had knowl-
edge of other langunges than English and only one agent any
knowledge of mill accounting or of cost accounting of any
character. Much of the material brought back by these special
agents was in printed form, and ecould have been obtained

equally as well, or better, by mail.

The cost-of-production theory is the basis on which the board
has projected its investigations and constructed its report. The
greater portion of the report consists of a study of what is
called “ecomparative cost of production” of wools and manu-
factures in various countries, the chief stress being naturally
laid upon the conditions in the United States. But I find from
the public utterances of the beard and of the President that they
themselves discount the reliability of this plan of ascertaining
carrect figures to measure the difference in the cost of produe-
tion at home and abroad, and to furnish a foundation for the
rates of a tariff bill. In the outset of its work the board evi-
dently came to the conclusion everybody else has reached that
it is impossible even to approximate the difference in costs at
home and abroad. This is evidenced by the expression of
Chairman Emery in an address at a meeting in Chicago, Decem-
ber 3, 1910, when he spoke as follows:

It is unfortunate that so much emphasis has been laid on the gues-
tion of getting relative costs, since many Pcople have assumed that to
be both an easy and a complete solution of these guestions. Any prac-
tical man knows that both these assumptions are faulty. One of the
most difficult gmblems which a manufacturer has to solve in his own
business is to determine the cost of any individual article which he pro-
duces. In fact, it would mot be unreasonable for a manufacturer to
respond to a request from such a body as ours for his costs of produc-
tlon, *1 would give them to you if I could get them; I am wi to
pay you a good sum if you will find them out for me.”

The theory had already been discredited by the President of
the United States in a letter written August 20, 1910, to the
Hon. WitLiam B, MoKINLEY, of Illinois, chairman of the Repub-
lican .congressional committee, which reads in part as follows:

Difficulty in ﬁx!nzi the proper tariff rates In accord with the principle
stated in the Republican platform is in securing reliable evidence as to
the difference between the cost of groductlun at home and the cost of
production abroad. The bias of the manufacturer seeking protection
and the importer opposing it weakens the welght of thelr testimony.
Moreover, when we understand that the cost of production differs
ane country abroad from that in another and that Tt changes from year
to _year and from month to month, we must reallze that the precise
difference in cost of Prnduct[on sought for is not capable of definite
ascertainment, and all that even the most scientific person can do in
his investigation is, after the consideration of many facts which he
learns, to exercise his best judgment in reaching a conclusion. 2

The conclusions of the President and of Chairman Emery
with regard to the impracticability of the cost of production
theory is confirmed by the following epitomized reasons:

1. In practice the ascertainment of costs is impossible. No
board or commission has the power to demand cost statements
from manufacturer or producer; and if it had, it could not
secure truthful statements. Moreover, there is no way of ob-
taining statements of any kind from foreigners,

2. Even if all manufacturers, both here and abroad, were
willing to throw open their books in an absolutely honest and
impartial way to an all-powerful commission it would be of
little service. This is because cost accounting is not always
practiced by producers, and because, where it is practiced, there
is no general agreement as to the treatment of different ele-
ments of cost.

8. If there were a perfect system of cost accounting installed
upon a uniform basis in every plant manufacturing a given
article throughout the world, knowledge of comparative costs
in certain countrieg would still be of little service, since costs in
every competing country would have to be known before any
conclusions could be arrived at as to what tariff rate was
needed to protect a given country against the competition of
others,

4. If all these facts were known for every country the diffi-
culty would be about as great as it was previously if the data
were to be used for the establishment of tariff rates. This is
becanse costs of produetion vary as widely within a given coun-
try .as they do between different countries. TUnless it were
known whether a duty were to be imposed for the purpose of
equalizing costs as between the best, the poorest, or the average
(or normal) establishments in the several countries, the in-
formation about the costs would be useless as a basis of tariff
duties.

5. Even with the knowledge on all of the points already
enumerated, and with a clear-ces intention on the point indi-
cated in (4) above, the cost analysis would still be inadequate,
because of the fact that many commodities are produced In
groups or as by-products, so that to utilize the general-cost
analysis as a basis for tariff rates it would be necessary to
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know the manufacturer’s intention with reference to the fixing
of prices. It would further be necessary to know that the man-
ufacturer had no disposition to establish *“export prices” at
rates lower than those that would be dictated by his costs of
production.

6. If all of the foregoing factors were known, including posi-
tive data regarding the intention of the manufacturer in regard
to the establishment of prices, there would still remain the
question whether this information about costs, which Is neces-
sarily stated in terms of money, would have any real signifi-
cance of a permanent economic character. Money costs do not
correspond in all cases to real costs as measured by sacrifice
of lnbor and capital. It may be true that a given country can
produce much more cheaply than another, yet it does not fol-
low that it will so produce, since its cost advantage in some
other line may be so much greater that it devotes its attention
almost exclusively to that line.

From all these reasons the conclusion must be reached that
cost of production is both practically impossible and theo-
retically unsound as a basis for the establishment of tariff
duties.

Notwithstanding the fact that both the President of the
United States and the chairman of the Tariff Board had prior
to their investigation of the woolen schedule fully discounted
the cost of production theory, the board has spent a large
amount of money in making investigations and in preparing
this report on this admittedly deficient and impracticable theory.

REPORT CONTAINS BUT LITTLE NEW DATA.

‘There is really no valuable information in the report of the
Tariff Board that was not well known long before there was
a Tariff Board. The report points out some of the outrageous
rates in the present law. All of us on both sides of the House
knew these facts years ago. [Applause on the Democratic
side.] These iniquitous duties were uncovered during the
diseussion of the Payne-Aldrich law, and they were again
condemned by both Democrats and Republicans at the special
session of the Sixty-seécond Congress. People knew long ago
that many of the rates of duty were prohibitory. We did not
need a Tariff Board to further emphasize this well-known fact.
When the report gets away from previously established facts—
facts which the board did not discover—there is a whipping
back and forth that seems to have been resorted to for the
purpose of confusing the reader.

Mr. Chairman, cost accounting as a science is in its infancy,
and. probably no one would set himself up as an authority ex-
cept in the application of broad, general principles. Exactness
in its details has never been reached in many industries.
Wool manufacturing is one of those where the system has been
least satisfactory. The Tariff Board points out the difficulties
it encountered by its own admissions, practically discrediting
its own work. On page 627 the board says:

It is, however, impossible to say anything about the cost of cloth ?er
yard without spec!ﬂca:!g and carefully deﬁnl.nﬁ the exact nature of the
cloth. There are no absolute standards in the cloth trade, and each
mill turns out a great variety of different fabries; and to divide the
total cost of the year by the total number of yards would, of course,
give no result of any value.

In speaking of tops, on page 627 they say:

The trouble, however, is that tops vary greatly in qmllt{ and that
costs vary according to the gunality. In no establishment is a single
quality of tops produced. The result is that a statement of cost based
on tofal output might be misleading, since it would not represent any
actual grade produced. The qualiiy of the tops degends upon the
quality of the wool of which it is made. The speed of the machinery
has to be adjusted to the Eunlity of the wool fiber, and the variations
in combing costs per pound depend lnrgel;l" upon the speed of the comb
and the consequent output, xperience has shown, roughly at least,
the relative output for different grades of wool and the manufacturer
can determine in some degree what proportion of Lis cost is properly
to be apportioned to each grade of tops produced. :

The same is also true of worsted yarns. It is true no mill produces
a single kind of yarn and conseguently an average cost based upon total
output in pounds and total expenses would be of less value than an
exact cost for yarn of a single count.

On page 628 they say: .

The only method available was to start with certain specific cloths
and get the most accurate estimates possible from a number of different
mills on the cost of making goods of this quality. The difficuity here

lay in the well-known fact that estimates on the same sample by
dlﬁ'erent manufacturers may vary very widely.

These difficulties are real and the figures presented in other
portions of the report not only clearly confirm but emphasize
these difficulties. In taking up the question of cost, the board
says:

’I;,aw material was eliminated altogether since this Is such a fluctuat-
Ing element.

They assume an elaborate price for different cloths and yarn,
this elaborate price being * the actual price so far as it could be
accurately determined for a given date.”

Certainly no reputable cost accountant would adopt this un-
certain process of computing cost. Such a method would lead
to a theoretical cost far from the actuai. The correct process

would be to go into a mill and from the books determine what
had been the actual cost of producing the output of the mill
for a given periocd. The first element of cost in the production
of any article is that of the raw material. The Tariff Board
says that this element was entirely ignored. As there are a
variety of products, as in the wool-manufacturing industry,
there is the difficulty of apportioning certain items which con-
fronts the cost accountant even in using the inaccurate method
adopted by the board.

They say they did compute yarn cost to some extent in this
intricate way. It would have been possible to compute cloth
cost in the same way if the board had had capable accountants.
The foreign “costs” are evidently not costs at all, but mere
estimates. On page 630 they describe the method adopted in
securing foreign costs:

Samples of identical fabries cu
Englangl and to the Contincnt? t%ﬁgsm; tv];:r:a ;li.%g;ecgow:r;utég:? ‘t]ot
manufacturers and their estimates on the cost of production secured,
but not in the same detail as in American mills, beeause foreign manu-
facturers do not keep their cost In any such detail. In England the
costings on these samples are given with the authority of a cloﬁ: expert,
himself a manufacturer, who took the English estimates secured and
corrected or verified them from his own experience or the cost in his
own mill. ¢ * * The English costs correspond closely with French
costs on the same samples. * * * QGerman costs were secured on
similar cloths. In no case did a German manufacturer figure on the
cost of producing an American fabric. What they did was to select
cloths made by themselves, which, from the loom analysis submitted,
came very near the sample fabric, and their costs were secured in such
detail as their methods of bookkeeping permitted. * * * In the
«ase of German goods, eample cloths were secured from the mill making
them ; and costs were taken from their books, including the weaver's
rate on the identical bolt from which the sample was cut.

Here is a confession that the so-called costs secured in foreign
countries are purely estimates, and in the case of England they
apparently are by one single manufacturer, because the board
states that estimates from foreign sources were submitted to one
individual for revision and verification. Assuming that the esti-
mates were carefully and honestly made by capable manufac-
turers, there is no one who will pretend that they are so near
actual costs as to warrant serious consideration. This is the
method adopted: To establish figures upon which Congress is
calmly told it should adjust duties that shall equalize the dif-
ference between the cost of production at home and abroad. If
Congress were to attempt such a farcical performance, it is too
great a strain on the imagination to hope that it would be so
insane as to undertake it on the strength of a few cases of
alleged mill costs simply because they had the approval of the
five men constituting the Tariff Board.

The comparisons of domestic and foreign costs are based
upon data so unlike as to make them valueless, even if these
data were approximately correet. TFurthermore, the organiza-
tien of the industry in Europe is so different from that in this
country that a comparison of costs is meaningless. On page
642, volume 8, the Tariff Board says:

The combing industry in England and on the Continent is much more
highly organized than in the United States.

Notwithstanding this the board gives some figures of com-
parison which they claim were taken from actual records of two
similar plants in England and one in the United States, showing
the cost for making tops, and apparently uses these figures with
the explanation that they will be accepted as reliable. Not-
withstanding the impossibility of securing accurate cost figures
in this country and only estimates abroad, and these estimates
in all probability very erroneous, the report is packed with a
mass of figures that may mean whatever suits the user, but
which mean nothing at all. An examination of some of these
figures, while not enlightening, are certainly interesting, and if
not presented for so serious a purpose they would be amusing.

The first thing that strikes the reader of the portion of the
report dealing with top costs is the fact that there is such a
variation in the figures as to convince him of their utter useless-
ness. A table on page 642 shows the variation in costs as taken
from the records of an American mill, covering a period of 25
months. These 25 months are divided into four periods, three
of 6 months each and one of T months, and the cost per pound of
output for these various periods are given. These costs vary
from about 3 cents per pound to approximately 11 cents per
pound. The table in which this appears, like most others in
the report, is remarkable for the darkness that surrounds it.
No information is given as to the character of the equipment of
the mill nor as to the relative proportions of the various quali-
ties of wool used and the various qualities of tops produced.
The following facts are necessary to an intelligent analysis of
the data:

(1) The equipment of the mill

(2) A statement as to how much overtime the mill was run-
ning during the period of highest production.

(3) How much less than full time was the mill running at
the period of lowest production.
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(4) Which part of the four most nearly represent full time.

(5) What percentage of the product was each of the grades of
wool used.

(G) Was the percentage of each grade of wool the same for
all producis? The answers to these questions might have, and
undoubtedly would have had, an important bearing on the rela-
tion of the figures in one part to those in another. If the board
have this information they can not escape criticisms for holding
it. If they did not have it, they can not justify their use of
these figures.

There is in this table an entire absence of details of costs.
On the same page figures showing labor costs per pound of tops
are given, but they are for an entirely different mill and may
not be representative of the mill whose 25 months’ product is
shown. There is nothing to indicate whether the labor costs
shown are typical or not. It would be interesting to know why
labor costs are not shown for the table for variation in cost and
why items of cost, other than labor, are omitted in the state-
ment. ;

On page 643 is still another table which “is presented as fairly
representative of the cost of making a very high quality of tops
by mills nusing the French system of combing.” On page 644
still another table is given which is said to have been * compiled
from the actual records of the leading combing establishments
on the Continent.”

In the table on page 643 four grades of tops are shown and
the labor cost is reported to be exactly the same for each of
these grades. This evidently can not be true. The figures are
so arranged that the total conversion cost of the four different
grades of tops are practically the same for each. In the table
on page 644 the costs are for tops produced from fine wools.
This table shows a variation as great as six-tenths cent per
pound from month to month in the same mill running pre-
sumably upon the same class of tops. This variation is ex-
plained “by fluctuations in the output.” The labor cost for
producing tops in the United States as shown in the table on
page 0643, exclusive of sorting, is about 7{ cents per pound,
whereas the labor costs given on the Continent are approximately
4 cents per pound. When it is taken into account that the
figures for the United States are unqguestionably erroneous, as
is indicated by the uniform labor costs for the various grades
of tops, and that at least a portion of the figures for the Continent
are pure estimates, and furthermore, that there is no evidence
as to identity or guality either in the raw material or the
products in the United States and Europe, a comparison of these
figures would certainly be misleading.

The wide difference in labor costs in the same mill at various
periods is attributed almost entirely to a difference in output.
No one familiar with cost accounting can reconcile these differ-
ences upon any such theory. It is true that a difference in out-
put gives rise to a difference in converting cost, but it does not
seem possible that in a woolen mill the cost for one six-month
period should be almost four times as high at another six-month
period and due entirely fo a difference in output. In the
absence of details with respect to the figures shown on page 642
the reasonable and careful cost accountant can not otherwise
conclude than that the figures for one or the other produced
are absolutely incorrect. It is not improbable that they are
wholly incorrect for all produced.

E CHARACTER OF FIGURES.

Again, if the cost of production theory is acceptable in the ab-
stract, or may conceivably be made so, the question remains
whether the report is worked out from the statistical standpoint

thoroughly and carefully so as to present trustworthy results.
Finally, independent of the conclusions reached on cost of pro-
duction in the abstract, and whether or not the report is satis-
factory in its technigue, the guestion will remain as to what
actual significance regarding tariff duties is to be given it,
granting, for the sake of argument, that its conclusions are
accepted.

The board probably made a more comprehensive stndy of the
cost of production of raw wool than of any other item in the
bill. They sent men abroad to aseertain the cost of production
in South America and Australia. These agents are sald to have
found that the cost of production in South America is 4 or 5
cents a pound, and, without stating definitely what it is in
Australia, seem to assume that their findings in South America
are to be taken as the correct figures in Australia. They do not
give us the figures on which they base their results. They do
not give us ascertained facts on which we may come to a con-
clusion, but they reach their own inferences as to foreign wool,
and then report these conclusions to us. We do not know from
whom these experts ascertained the facts. We do not know the
reliability or the mumber of the persons they consulted, or how
the data were compiled.

As to the ascertainment of the cost of producing wool in the
United States, the board based their results on the net cost of
raiging sheep, giving credit for the mutton value, and then fix-
ing the difference in cost, if any, on what the wool must sell for
to equalize the difference in cost at home and abroad. In so
doing they estimate the cost of grain and of hay. They say
themselves that they can not take the market price, because it
varieg; but they work out what they believe to be the cost to
the sheep raiser of the grain and hay which he feeds. It is ap-
parent that on a basis of that kind no satisfactory conclusion
can be obtained. In one neighborhood the cost of grass or hay
may be zero; in another neighborhood it may amount to a con-
siderable sum. There is no basis on which an accurate conclu-
sion as to this can be reached. But assuming that the board's
findings are correct, they finally come to the coenclusion that
third-class wool, as designated in the Payne tariff bill, is not
competitive, and their data point to the belief that no duty is
needed as a protection to the American producer of this class of
wool; that the cost of producing second-clags wool is fully cared
for by the value of mutton, so that there is no difference be-
tween the cost of production of this wool at home and abroad.
Hence, the real competitive wool is that of class 1, as defined
in the present tariff act. The board gives numerous fizures to
show the cost of producing this fine merino wool. They state
that there are about 5,000,000 sheep which produnce this wool,
meaning practically Ohio wool, and that the cost of producing
it is 19 cents a pound in the grease. But they also find in the
same territory 10,000,000 crossbred sheep which, according to
their findings on mntton value, need no protection whatever.
Therefore, if we maintain a protection for the eastern wool-
grower, the present law is not sufficient, as it gives only 11
cents protection, while the board has ascertained that this class
of wool costs 19 cents, and therefore needs protection equal
to this amount less the foreign cost, which is not over 5 cents;
but if the owners of the merino sheep should exchange for the
crossbred mutton sheep, according to the board’s report no pro-
tection at all would be required.

DPEMAND FOR EXCESSIVE RATES.

To come to the western wools, the board sets out in detail the
net charge against the wool in the Western States. This table
sheds light on this subject:

Ad valorem and specific rates necessary on Australian and South A merican wools in order to equalize territory wonl costs.

- Ad valorem rate neces- | g,
Net charge per pound Average cost per pecific rate per
against o scoured pound.? sary 1o equalize dif- | ponnd necessary
Difterence In | rotal disadvan- incost of— | “to equalize dif-
United States | 38 0f ference In cost
States. und on between wools
wool and that of | o POARCO8 o South | of the United
United | Australia | Australia and of 64.32 £ South | Australian *r
Btates. | %04 Sou Per G | Australion] s eriean, | W00l (Per | Syoqr and South
J cent).
L3
$0. 108 £0.055 $0.051 $0.143 $0. 508 $0.374 28.15 38.24 £0.143
071 055 016 045 508 374 8.86 12.08 045
<087 . 065 032 . 080 508 874 17.72 24.06 . 090
.173 065 L118 . 330 . 508 .374 64. 06 88.24 . 330
-138 055 -083 .232 -508 374 45.67 62.03 32
.041 .055 SO ] oS .508 BT e
-083 . 055 .028 078 508 374 15.35 20.56 078
109 <055 054 .151 . 508 ~374 20.72 40.27 151
003 L0655 038 .106 - 508 374 20.87 28.34 - 106
005 -055 000 e e 508 374 et e s S
124 .055 .060 .19 . 508 .374 37.99 51.60 .193
109 .055 .054 .151 .508 .974 29,72 40.37 -151

‘Report, pp. 330, 350.

2 Based on Report, pp. 387-390 and pp. 390, 391,
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The majority members of the Ways and Means Committee
did not levy the tariff rates of H. R. 22195 for the purpose of
protection. The rates have been fixed for the purpose of reve-
nue only, but the tax on all classes of raw wool is a uniform
one of 20 per cent, which on imported wool valued at 25 cents
a. pound would equal 5 cents a pound as a specific rate of duty.
If you want to maintain protection on wool and not levy this
tax for revenue, as we do, and if you want to carry out your
protection theory and levy it for the sake of protection alone,
according to your own Tariff Board report you are levying it
solely to protect 5,000,000 sheep of the merino blood in Ohio,
and not for the protection of the western flocks or the cross-
bred sheep east of the Mississippi River.

As shown in this table, the cost of raising wool in the West,
according to the Tariff Board, is in some States less than it is
in South America or Australin. The average of the net
charges against the western wool shown in these States is 10.9
cents a pound, and the difference between that and 5 cents in
South America would be about 5 cents a pound.

The cost of production of wool in the Ohio region, as given
by the board, is 19 cents per pound on the average. Inquiries
as to shrinkage show that this wool shrinks 46.62 per cent; in
other words, 19 cents is 53.38 per cent of the cost of a scoured
pound. -

The cost of such a scoured pound, therefore, may be taken
as 35.6 cents. This must be compared with the supposed
cost advantage in Australia. In the latter country, it may
be inferred from the report, the cost of production may be
taken as 5 cents. However, at least 2 cents must be added in
this case as the freight disadvantage, because of the compara-
tive nearness of the Ohio region to the mills. From the stand-
point of Ohio, cost in Australia may be taken as 7 cents. The
theoretical disadvantage in tlie Ohio region is thus 35.6 cents
minus 7, or about 28.6 cents. Figuring this as a percentage
upon the cost of the competitive Australian wool imported into
the United States, which may be taken as 50.8 cents a scoured
pound. on the average, it is found that 28.6 cents represents
over 05 per cent ad valorem. This is very muech more than the
protection amounts to, accorded under the present specific basis.
In the board’s table of actual importations and scourings in a
representative American mill (pp. 387-380) the equivalent ad
valorems run from about 34 per cent to about 55 per cent. In
very few instances are there equivalent ad valogems as high as
55 per cent. It would seem, then, that the Ohio wool-produc-
ing region is not protected now on the assumption that the
board’s cost fizures are correct and that, if it is to be protected
at all, the tariff on wool would have to be very much raised
above its present figures, so as to give a rate of 28 or 20 cents
on the scoured pound and of at least 55 per cent ad valorem.

COST OF YARN AND CLOTH.

The Tariff Board's conclusions in reference to the difference
in the cost of yarn at home and abroad is slightly above the rate
fixed in H. It. 22195, but the board made no allowance for the

_cost of transporting the foreign yarn from foreign countries to
America or the cost of insurance. If you make a reduction of
the charge on foreign yarn with a reasonable freight rate to the
American market and a reasonable insurance rate, their findings
on yarn do not justify any change in the yarn rates of H. R.
929105, Gentlemen on that side of the House desire to add pro-
tection and a reasonable profit for the home manufacturer of
yarn, which, of course, Democrats do not desire to incorporate
in this bill. Absolutely no data are presented by the board that
are of any value with regard to cloth. They have not presented
any figures showing mill costs of producing cloth here and
abroad. They have taken a number of Ameriean and foreign
samples of cloth, which, they say, are the same classes of cloth,
and they have sent those cloth samples, so they say, to from 5
to 15 different woolen mills of this country. They do not say
from how many they secured prices abroad. They asked the
manufacturers the cost of producing such cloth, and from the
returns received from the manufacturers they have reached the
conclusion that they send to this Congress.

*The board gives no information which would enable a student
of this report to trace the cost of production of these cloth
samples back to the raw wool from which they were made. No-
where does anything of the kind appear in all these four vol-
umes.” If the duty required to protect the process of cloth
manufacture be figured as a percentage of the foreign cost of
cloth making, it presumably gives the amount of duty which, on
the board's theory, would equalize the cost of getting cloth cor-

responding to these samples. The differences in cost upon the
yarn out of which the cloth was made can be inferred from the
previous statistics with reference to yarn costs furnished by
the board, but even in this way only an approximation can be
arrived at, for the board’s analysis of the cloths shows that
many of them included other materials beside wool. It must be
concluded, therefore, that the data with respect to cloth making
furnished by the board are not only unreliable, but that they
have been obtained on a basis which forbids comparisons from
being drawn and which entirely destroys confidence in any con-
clusions as to duties that may be arrived at on the basis of
these figures.

The conclusions are not those of the Tariff Board, but of cer-
tain manufacturers unknown to us, and the Ways and Means
Committee have been unable to learn anything of the manu-
facturers or the methods employed in the compilation of the
statistics.

REFUSAL TO GIVE INFORMATION.

The correspondence will show the attitude of the board in
this regard: :

CORRESPONDENCE WITH THE TARIFF BOARD WITH REGARD TO ANALYSIS OF
REFORT.

WasHINGTON, D. C., January 10, 1912.
Hon. Hexzy C. EMERY,
Chairman Tariff Board, Washington, D. C.

Simm: In the course of my examination of your report on wool and
manufactures of wool, I require further information for a complete un-
derstanding of it. It may be that this Information Is contained In
portions of the report which have escaped my attention, but I have been
unable to find it. If the data desired are contained in the report, I
ghall be under obligations to you to point it out to me, and in the
event that they are not given, I would thank you to kindly supply me
with the same. I do not, of course, desire to request any data that
mndy be considered as confidential in the way of making public names or
addresses of persons who have Mﬁ lied you with details. If any of the
material sought by me comes within this scope, I take it that it will be
possible for yon to designate by numbers such returns, retaining your
own memoranda which show the names of the concerns to which given
numbers refer. 1 desire the detailed data sought only for the purpose
of informing myself and this committee with regard to the general
meaning of certain features of the report and not for the purpose of
examining the sources which you have used.

The points which T have in mind and about which I would thank

you to furnish me additional information are:

Raw wool— .

(1) Will you kindly loan this committee the original tables or work-
Ing sheets showing the and detailed returns from the reports of
field agents with regard to raw wool, you reserving, if desired, names
and addresses of the persons whose returns to you are Involved?

(2) If no such sheets were compiled for the investigation in Awus-
tralia, New Zealand, and South America, E.Iense inform me more full
as to the conditions under which the inguiry was carried on there an
the number of growers visited.

(3) Were general tables compiled showing the data obtalned from
each and every mill with regard to woolen manufactures? If so, have
these been printed; and if aot, conld you lend these to this committee?

(4) Have you a record of the number of comcerns from which costs
were obtained and each sample of cloth, and can you lend the committee
that record?

I would like the record In thls connectlon both for forelgn and
domestic mills, with an indleation in conneetion with each of the de-
gree of efficlency of the foreign mills furnishing such costs compared
with the efficiency of the mills In the United SBtates furnishing similar
costs. If possible, I would be ]lalleased to have these same data for each
of the groups of samples which are discussed In your report, together
with a memorandum of the loeation of the mills involved.

(5) Can you supply the committee with a tabular view or statement
showing how many ready-made cloth concerns were asked to furnish
costs on specimen garments of each given kind, thereby creating the
basis for the tables in which typleal costs are analyzed?

These are some of the points which have occurred to me in the conrse
of my examination of your reggrt. and If you can gut me in possession
of the data outlined I shall especially gratified, and thank you in
advance for your prompt reply.

Very respectfully, 0. W. UxpERWOOD,
Chairman.

-

THE TARIFF BOARD, TREASURY BUILDING,
Washington, January 18, 1912,
Hon. Oscar W. UNDERWOOD,

hairman Ways and Means Commitice,
s ” House of Representatives.

DeAR Mr. UsperwooD: T have the honor to acknowledge your letter
of January 10, which reached us on the 13th. The delay since then in
replylng to it is due to absence from the city. -

1 regret that it is impossible to meet your five requests fully. Yon
will realize that a very lanﬁe part of the information we received was
given us only on condition that the material should not be made publie,
except in the form of summaries and conclusions to be printed in our
report. It was stipulated that individual figures should not go beyond
the possession of the board. We are obliged to respect these pledges of
confidence.

Taking up your re%uests serlatim, T bes;l to say:

1. The original schedules on raw wool were secured on the under-
standing that they should be held confidential by us. These could not

submitted in a form which would not make identification possible.
The same is true of the working sheets, which are arranged on the basls
of countles, giving acreage, slze of flock, ete., in A manner which would
make it possible to identify the individual sheep owner.
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2, As to the investigation in Australia, New Zealand, and South
America, this was carried out by wide traveling and consultation with
many growers and buyers. You will find on page 519 of Volume II a
description .of the course pursued by our agent in South America. He
visited over 100 leading growers. Similar methods were followed by
our agents in Australia and New Zealand. :

8. The compilations on wool manufactures were not made by mills,
except In the case of those covered by that part of the investigation of
which the results are given in Volume IV, The fnformation there is
given by establishments.

4. It 1s not ible for us to give the exact number of mills from
which figures were obtained abroad on the different samples, since the
results were in some measure summarized by experts employed by us
before being submitted. Furthermore, information was secured as to
the cost of certain processes from a large number of mills from which
complete figures as to total cost were not secured. In the case of Amerl-
can mills the costs given on the 55 samples cover a range of from 3 to
15 mills per sample. In all cases we aimed, both at home and abroad,
to take costs on the basis of mills of good eﬂiclencfr running full time.
In the case of the 55 samples of cloth ineflicient mills were eliminated.
Where, because of unusual success on particular fabries, one or two mills
are able to make a given sample at a distinctly lower cost than other
mills of the same Fenera! efficlency, that fact is noted In the report. A
statement of the oca!ltg of such mills would easily identify the par-
ticular establishment. owever, you will find on pnﬁe 620, Voluome III,
a com]plete 1list of the 174 mills from which information was received.

5. I think you have misunderstood the table as to costs of * specimen
garments.” Tn the case of the ready-made clothing investigation we did
not establish a definite number of sample suits, but took costs from a
number of manufacturers on actual sults turned out by them. That is,
in the table of costs of specimen garments (Tables 14 to 17, in Volume
111, pp. 870 and followin?; each one represents the cost of an actual sult
or garment made by one manufacturer. 'These are then grouped In vari-
ous ways to bring out the essential facts as to prices and costs. Alto-
gether they. cover 160 suits, 456 overcoats, and 10 pants made in 40
establishments,

I appreciate your statement that you do not wish to examine the
sources on which our report is based in such a way as to reveal the
identity of establishments who have given us confidential information.
However, the original material is of such a nature that if made public
guch identification would be possible.

As to your ex&maed desire for information regarding ‘‘ the general
meaning of certain features of the report,” we are entirely at your serv-
Ice or at the service of any member of the committee., If the meaning
of any l)art of our report is not clear, we are anxious to make it so and
will welcome a call at any time from any member of the committee or
of Congress and further explain any question that may arise.

ery respectfully,
. HeExrY C. EMERY, Chairman.

Constant assertions have been made by Tariff Board repre-
sentatives that they could not afford any interpretation, ex-
planation, or analysis of the data and figures contained in their
report. Not only have they refused to furnish additional in-
formation when asked for it by the Ways and Means Committee,
but the chairman of the Tariff Board has stated in public be-
fore a Senate committee that he did not feel warranted in ex-
pressing any opinion on the subject.

Here is a tariff board that we paid $550,000 for, ordered to
ascertain facts for the information of this House, and a report
is submitted to Cobgress, and when the chairman of the com-
mittee requested this board to give him information as to where
they obtained the basis of the facts that they report to Con-
gress it declines to give the information. Are you prepared
to say that the Congress of the United States should write its
legislation based on the findings of a board that proposes to
lock in its inner consciousness facts that the Congress is en-
titled to know? Why, the method that we have pursued for 100
years is far preferable to that. Under the old method of
securing facts, followed by the Ways and Means Committee
three years ago, the manufacturer appeared and was subjected
to cross-examination. To-day we have the report of a tariff
board from manufacturers unknown and unknowable, and we
are asked to take their conclusions.

REPORT INCOMPLETE.

As to the balance of this report there is practically nothing
ascertained in reference to knit goods, merely a deduction from
the faects that they had reported about cloth; no information
given in reference to blankets, hats, or the great carpet in-
dustry. The Government has paid half a million dollars for
this Tariff Board, and what have the people received in return?
‘We have for this report some data on raw wool, some figures on
the cost of producing tops and yarn at home and abroad, some
samples on which unknown manufacturers estimated costs, and
this is practically all we have for the $550,000—and none of the
data affords a basis on which to fix tariff rates.

Briefly stated, the conclusions reached from the committee’s
analysis of the Tariff Board report are as follows:

1. The theory of applying tariff duties according to the difference in
the cest of production in this and in foreign ecountri upon which the
board has projected and prepared its report, iz entirely erroneous and
untenable. Fuorthermore, if this theory could have been systematieally

and carcfully applied, it would not have afforded trustworthy results for
guidance in preparing tariff legislation.
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2. The board's report is fragmentary and incomplete, and rests on an
incorrect statistical basis. Hence it has no clalms to confidence for the
results set forth therein, even should the reliability of the theory of
the cost of production be conceded.

3. Those persons who are willing to overlook the lack of theoretical
soundness and of statistical accuracy, will find the data of the report
too fragmentary and incomplete to admit of conclusions with reference
to rates of tariff duty. Even under the most favorable interpretation
of the report, conclusions as to duties can be reached for only a few
paragraphs of the wool schedule, and for these paragraphs it is not
possible to forrmaulate definite conclusions, because the figures vary
widely, and seriously lack uniformity and comparability. So much is
this the case that justification is apparently afforded in the report for
rates that are In conflict with cne another. It is thus seen that the
report leaves the question of the tariff duties on wool as much unsolved
as before the Tariff Board was formed.

. Bo far as conclusions can be drawn from the board's report, it
furnishes nothin% to justify any change in the rates proposed in H. Il
11019, With full recognition of the incomplete, fragmentary, and un-
satisfactory nature of the data, and with full admission of the inade-
quate and unreliable basis afforded for computations, the following table
may be regarded as setting forth, as well as it is possible to do, the
conclusions as to the rates of duty justified by the report.

Comparative equivalent ad valorem rates of dufy in 1910 end 1911 with

those of H. R. 11019, together with the rates computed from the
Tariff Beard report as equalizing cost of production.
eq:lvatentad Ad v
valorem per
cent computed ]?:fg
from imports. ?}:ﬂ?ﬂ’ necos-
Item. ( sary to
per equal-
cent). ize cost
1910 | 1911 of pro-
duction
Unmanufactured wool........c.o.iiioiiiness 4.31 ]| 42.20 20 0-25
Noils, wastes, shoddies, mungo, flocks, ete., and
all other wastes or m%scum;iosed wholly or in
partol wool, m. 8. Pt o] 38.96 | 34.90 20 0-25
Combed wool OF tOPS. ccu .o\ ivuiioerenmansinn b by ) A 25 5-30
Wool and hair advanced in any manner
M Pe e I S T A 86,33 | £0.99 25 5-30
Combed wool or tops, and wool and hair ad-
oy A el N D IR B (1 [ ] 25 5-30
Yarns made wholly or in part of wool. .| B2.38 | 76.61 30 1245
Cloths, knit fabrics, felts not woven
manufactures of wool, n. 5. p. L. 97.11 | 95.2 40 32-70
PBlankets and flannels................. .| 95.57 | ©3.66 |30and45 (O]
Dress women’s and children’s, - -
ings, Ital cloths, bunting, and similar
y I 8. ll- LN et o e e R T s 45 32-70
A oy Aaivin i, TRl e
apparel of every description, including shawls,
vgmther knitted or woven, and knitted artl-
Wc]te)s‘;“geveryr;i:scnpﬂm,%w.-.ﬁ ....... Sy 8L.31| 78.06 45 32-70
b g3, porings, suspenders, braces, o
L e L e S R e “87.06 | 84.76 35 i')
Carpetsand carpeting. .......ccovvincnnianannas 60.66 | 6162 25-50 ]

1 No data furnished by Tariff Board.

In making the computations from which have resulted the rates
shown In Table 15, as justified by the Tariff Board’s data, the most
expensive and difficult conditions indieated by the data as attending

roduction have been employed with a view to being more than just
n the conclusions. As will be observed from the figures shown, the
necessity of protection to equalize the difference in the cost of pro-
duction beyond the rates carried by H. R. 11019 exists in but few
instances, and these are in all probability the result of the high costs
which have been presented by the board and used in the computations.

5. In preparing H. R. 11019 no intentional provision was made for

rotection, the endeavor being to reduce and adjust rates wittPa view
o producing the largest amount of revenue consistent with the proper

consideration of the eonsumer. It is believed that the rates of H. R.
11019 approach ve cloself. at least, to the best revenue-producing
points, and these rates should, if enacted into law, permit such quanti-

ties of imports as wlll effectively regulate domestic prices. sSuch com-
petition would be an important service to the people, as it would en-
courage Increased consumption and production E making more nearly
normal the conditions of supply and demand. The report of the Tariff
Board. so far as it admits of conclusions, shows that the rates which
meet the consumer’s needs also sufficiently satisfy those of the producer.

ANALYSIS OF PROPOSED PAYNE BILL.

I will devote the balance of my time to a discussion of the
bill that the gentleman from New Yark [Mr. PAYNE] proposes
to offer as a substitute for the one now under consideration, I
note from the public press, in the views of the minority, that
this bill proposes to reduce the present rates on the woolen
schedule by an average of 40 per cent. Now, that is not a fair
statement to the American people. How do you reach that
result? By putting third-class wool on the free list for the
benefit of the American manufacturer, not for the benefit of
the American people, sacrificing $4,700,000 worth of revenue,
and you call that n reduction in the schedule rates. T have
carefully analyzed the minority bill and will submit the analysis
at this point in my speech.
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Imports of 1911, duties, average unit of

ad valorem rate of m

o m‘;"ﬁ:‘wwﬁ'{}}"

opowl rales to 1911 imports, tojether with

ad valorem rates on Payme
Impaorts entered for consumption, year ended June 30, 1911 Payne proposed bill (H. R. 22262). Ad
Para- rem rate
g.nph Duties esti- “]%“E
yne Article. Aver- uiv- | mated on 1911 Equiva- | 22105
Padpsend Quantity. Value. Datia; = | se ] e | tuporisd Rate. lentad | (Under-
va- | on 100 per Calacens
valoe. cent wool bi]]“ud
contant. ).
Unmanufactured wools:
2,7,9 Classes 1 and 2— Pounds. Doaw-x. 7 Per cl. Dollars. Per cent. | Per cent.
2,708, 775. 25 622,467.48 | 271,847.58 43, 180, 469. 44 lamtspcrund.... 23.09 20
67,140,641, 83 | 18,410, 490.82 | 7,500,856.00 45.00 | 5,032,325.39 | 1S cents pound....| 30.66 20
476.00 218.00 158. T2.61 90. 18 cents polmd 41.40 20
3,8,0 06, 050, 946. 00 | 12,533,082.22 | 4,700,902.09 8188 |-cieasasmaiial Free.... o faeeetasiid 20
Total unmanuofactured wools....| 165,900,839.08 | 29, 572, 258. 52 | 12, 482,854.91 42,20 20
Manufactures composed wholly or in
part of wml,wnnted, the hair of the
mm:lgt. alpaca,orother animals:
10-17 Yarn, thread, and all 37,850. 00 13, 010. 00 7,670.00 |....... 58.19 16,813.00 | §to 18 cents pound 52.37 20
nthet wastes and wool ex- tm!cl m.gtox.r\-
‘Koiis .............................. 170, 530. 00 106, 664. 00 34,108.00 | . _..... a1.98 218,758.30 | 11 and H cents 17.50 20
pound aceording s
to article.
MANED 50 250 L Jos Dmdsneanb sannet 11,079. 00 3,454.00 1,107.90 |........| 82.08 886.32 | 8 cents pound..... 25.66 20
Rags and lockS «cvoevvuacannsnns 241, 800. 00 68, 263. 00 24,180.00 |........| 35.42 4,836.00 | 2 cents pound.... 7.08 20
Total waste, et ccaaaeuic--. 461, 259. 00 191,301.00 66,963.90 |........ 34.99 BLOR G v s 16.35 20
18 Combed woolor tops,madewholly |, ... . .ocoiiiiferiamioiiaanas FIE BRI A ERTIN BN s e e 20 ecents pound |.......... 23
gr-ji_npnnufwml or camel’s plus 5 per cent.
19 ‘Wool and hair advanced in any 124.03 130. 35 TEL T | oiaaon £89.93 35.23 | 20 cents pound 27.03 %
: manner, or by n.ny‘g!wm plus 8 per cent.
mmufaclu:e. ond
or scoured con , .8 oL
20 Yarns made wholly or in part of
Valued not more than 30 cents 35.75 802 12.86 | 0.241 | 149.19 8,55 | 21} cents pound 99,19 30
per f]us 1D per cent. .
Val more than 30 cents per 177,489.73 186, 645. 41 142,091.88 | 1.05 76. 61 84,821.04 | 214 cents pound 45.45 30
pound. plus 25 per cent.
- Tolal yarns .......cceecz-s 177,525. 48 186, 654.03 143,004.74 | L0 76. 61 BLEWM LD L ciabGaheansias 45.45 30
21 Cloths, woolen or worsted—
Valoed not more than 40 cents 7,738.75 2,564.40 3,835.08 .231 | 149.59 2,704.01 | 25 cenfs pound 105. 44 40
per'gound. 8 plus 30 per cent.
Valued more than 40 centsand 353,937.80 211,275.75 261,370. 47 .507 | 123.71 165,970.34 | 26 cents pound 78.56 40
notmm 70 cents per plus 35 per cent.
pound.
anued above 70 cents per 4,461,848.53 | 5,012;057.92 | 4,720,174 00| 1.12 04.17 | 3,566, 408, 06 mplmg poung 7314 40
1s 50 per cen!
Mmeﬂ:y treaty with 30.00 53.00 33.88 | 1.7 63.92 20.35 | 26 cents pound 49.72 40-20
) plus 55 per cent
minus 20 per
cent.
Total cloths................
4,823,5653. 08 | 5,226,551.07 | 4,985,414.93 | 1.08 BB 2D | B B8E IO T L eiiriessrne 73.38 40
Knit fabrics—
Valued st not more than 40 197.00 63.00 96,51 .320 | 153.19 €8.15 | 25 cents pound 108, 17 40
plhus 30 per cent.
1,653.00 1,0€0. 00 1,257.32 .6B41 | 118.62 853.78 | 26 cents pound 80.55 40
plus 40 per cemt.
12,513.00 13,734.00 13,050.42 | 1.10 £5.00 10,120.38 | 26 oents poun 73.060 40
plus 50 per cent.
« 14,363.00 14,857.00 14,413.25 | 1.08 §7.01 LML s 74.32 40
78.249.00 96,502, 54 92,564.97 | 1.24 95.53 £8.790.91 | 20 cents pound 7L00 40
phas 50 per cent.
Plushes and other pile fabrics—
Valued at above 40 and not 2,790.00 1, GO8. 00 2,076. €0 .09 | 122,30 1,404.00 | 26 cents pound 5972 40
above 70 cents a)e.r pound. plus 40 per cent.
Valued at over 10,227.00 10,011 00 10, 005. 93 L9709 | 90,95 7,1€3.97 | 26 cents pound 7156 40
pound. . plus 45 per cent.
Total plashes, ete ....... 13, 017.00 11,709.00 12,082.53 .900 | 103.20 L8 Sy S A R TS 73.18
D oS soat lintng: Tiallan eloths,
5008
and goods of similar description:
Tha wnsis hnllyofaot—
table materials,
derotthol‘ubrlc
mrwed wholly or in part of
Weighing 4 ounces or less per
M%ﬂ!? yard—
‘alued at not e 15
cents per square — | Square pards.
Not ahova 70 cents 'y M47,014.25 950, 265. 00 882, 465. 51 .131 | 108.39 8551,200.93 | 25 cents pound 89.58 45
gc?.ve plus 40 per cent.
A d?O cents per 1,198, 830. 25 172,278.00 178,671.02 J44 | 103.71 | 4131,250.37 |..... 76.19 45
pound.
Valned at more than 15
cents per square yard—
Not aboved?l] cents 301, 805. 50 51,756.00 50,022. 44 171 | 96.65 240,310.76 | 26 ‘oun‘h; pound 77.90 45
pound. Pplus 40 per cent.
A \'edﬂ} cents per | 5,521,564.74 | 1,124,685.50 | 1,060,802.22 | .204 | 94.28 | 9808,775.901 [.....do..iiaiaens 7.0 45
poun

not carbo:

1Estimated at 18 canls per paund, the rate on tu]il:'astc and siubbl.ns waste.

tEstimated at 11 cents per pound, the rate on nol

3 Estimated as weighing 4 ounces per square yard.
lmﬂmmuwwszoumerpegqsqmym
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Imports of 1911, duties, average unit of value, uivalent ad valorem rate duly on i Mueuimatdb’ Pammpommwfﬂuimpnmmdhawm
sk 1 g cgﬂmlms' valorem rates on Payne (H. R. 22262) and of Underwood bill (H. R. £8195)—Continued. 4
Imports entered for consumption, year ended June 30, 1911. Payne proposed bill (H. R. 22262). Rdrvaie:
rem rata
Para- of duty,
ﬂm Article. Aver- Iﬁ[g - mggo‘\jiez:s lgil Equiva- %l%’
pegposed) Quantity. Value. Duties. | 50| S0k | Do Rate. Jentad | (Under-
value, | lorem. | cent wool d 'b" m°°d}_
content.
Manufactures eomposed wholly or-in
part of wool, etc.—Continued.
Dress gon&s, ete. -—Gr.;nt.inmd
Weighing over 4 ounces
nare — g Pounds. Dollars. Dollars.  |Dollars.| Per ct. Dollars. Per cent.| Per cend.
s%alned at not mors than 018.00 346. 452.14 | 0.377 | 130.68 1218.55 | 25 leenstgw ore g 63.16 45
40 cents per poun plus
Valued at a‘bggo 40 and 87,837.05 23, 006. 00 2,772.44 .610 | 116.07 210,004.03 | 26 cents pound 82.65 45
not above 70 cents per Pplus 40 per cent.
un
Vn‘}oued atdover 70 cenis 252,042.50 228,932.05 24,971.07 908 | 98.27 2 168, 550. 47 ﬂﬁplgn‘l:pe‘{_ncgg 73.62 45
Oamlnsad w]:ll)uolly or in part of
Weighing 4 ounces or less per
Square yards.
sanlueg st nogmziilx}w 0. ,8T7.76 5,080. 50 5,251.80 L202 | 104. 40 23,620.25 ﬁwggn‘taspe];o;g? 72.14 | 45
cen’ .
Va!ueddabo:ve 70 cents per | 10,400,807.97 | 2,333,084.32 | 2,427,257.80 104.04 | 21,600,268.25 |.....do..cceaee.... 68.98 45
aighmg over 4 ounces per
sg{.},are yard— Pounds. -
aluﬁatnotmtgethmm 156. 00 57.00 89.88 157.69 63. 60 Zﬁplggnsigpemg? 111. 58 45
cen pound. .
Valuedp:: above 40 and 279,347.21 162,114.00 203, 960. 77 .580 | 125.82 129,380.17 | 26 cents pound 79.81 45
not né:ove 70 cents per plus 35 per cent.
pound. /
Valued at over 70 cents per 1,400,000.24 | 1,312,708.50 | 1,338,300.18 L9037 | 101.96 054,055.23 | 26 cents ponnd 72.7% 45
pound. - plus 45 per cent.
Total dress goods, ete..|................ 6,364,272.87 | 6,498,616.36 |........ 10 1E | 4, 716,67482 | .. ol 74.11 45
22 Blankets—
\fslue‘g at. m;ndmm than 40 1,561.50 523.00 500.43 .335 | 95.68 471.55 | 23% ee;;]ta pmm(ti 80.16 30
cents per us 20 per cent.
Valued at l::ore than 40 and 1,606. 40 800. 36 830.98 -472 | 105.00 598.77 Efl cents pound 74.81 30
. not n:(liom than 50 cents per plus 25 per cent.
pound.
Valued at iore than 50 cents 38,717.69 46,226.23 31,267.71 | 1.19 67. 64 22,966. 53 | 23} cex:;]ts pounté 49.68 30
per poun us 30 per cen
Rm:tgaroﬁty treaty with 8.00 9.00 499 | L13 | 55.44 2.78 cents pound 30. 89 30-20
Cuba. - i plus 30 per cent
mtntim 20 per
cen
More than 3 yards in length—
Vx;loued T-ast not more than 664. 50 185.00 31.79 | .278 | 168.54 221.03 | 25 lcenaaa ponns 119.80 30
cen pound. = plus 30 per een
Valued at above 40 and 4,479.13 2,630.00 3,285.83 | .587 | 124.94 2,085.07 | 26 cents pound 79.28 30
not %bove 70 cents per plus 35 per cent,
pound. -
Valued at over 70 cents 5,897.59 5,459.00 5,597.39 .926 | 102.54 3,080.92 | 26 cents pound 73.00 30
per pound. plus 45 per cent.
Total blankets......... 53, 024. 90 55, 832. 59 41,808.12 | 1.05 74.88 LIPS Lo sninn 54.33 30
Flannels for underwear—
Valueg at not léwre than 40 18.00 6.80 06.00 .378 | 88.24 5.50 23}] cm;uts pmméi §2.21 30
cents per pound. us peroe.u
Valued at more than 40 and 2.20 1.00 1.08 .455 | 108.00 il mf 77.00 30
not mduru than 50 cents per » g plus Zsper cent
ponn: quare ya;
Val]t).!oed a’;ﬂsboveu 50 and ggt 108.00 56.00 30.88 -519 | 7L 42.18 ﬁ}l c-ml:s pound 75.32 45
above 70 cents per pou plus 30 per cent.
vggeddabow 70 cents per 27, 801. 00 8,434.00 7,606.81 | .303 | 91.28 45,143.40 |..... s R 45
Weighing over 4 ounces per
qu Pounds.
alued at abova 50 and 3,318.00 2,030. 50 " 2,475.16 .612 | 121.93 1,388.88 |..... A 68.40 45
not l:ibmra 70 cents per
poun
Valued at dwer 70 omts 89, 350. 14 75,501. 00 80,843. 57 .845 | 107.08 43,649.70 |..... B0 et sa s 57.81 45
per poum
Total Mamnsa® oo o et 86, 029. 30 91,062.50 |........| 105.85 Lo L H M O R e Pk 58.39 30-45
2 ‘Wearing apparel—clothing, ready-
made, and articles of wearing ap-
parel, made up or manufactured
wholly or in part, n. 8, p. {.— '
Hamolwool ool s 19, 630. 37 47,145.25 86,924.60 | 2.40 78.32 33,301.05 | 26 lmﬁfls potmg 70.83 45
plus 60 per cen’
Knitted articles ........c...... 272, 808. 06 367,708, 44 340,660.58 | 1.35 92. 64 273,160.74 | 26 lceréts.s g. 7420 45
plus 85 per cen
Shawls, knitted orwoven...... 26, 855.22 48, 306. 25 40,800.05 | 1.80 84.46 35,966. 11 | 26 leené]s pounE 7445 45
us cen
Other clothing, ready-made, 607,264.37 | 1,794,081.10 | 1,343,644.00 | 2.05 | 74.80 | 1,234,337.45 P Pﬂ' M 68.580 45
and articles of wearing ap-
made up or manufae-
ured wholly or in part.
D.R.formin....c.coueennne 10.00 L R P L A e A L ] s e | P PR e
Reclﬂmd:y treaty with 48.00 97.00 63.46 | 2.02 65.42 51.28 | 26 cents pound 52.87 45
plus 60 per cent
minus 20 per
cent.
Total wearingapparel.......... 926,616.02 | 2,257,374.13 | 1,762,003.68 | 2.44 78.06 | 1,576,915.63 |.ccccueninnancuninan 69. 86 45
1 Estimated as weighing 8 ounces persquare yard, # Estimated as weighing 4 ounces per square yard.
? Estimated as weighing 1 pound per square yard. § Estimated as 6.4 ounces per square yard,
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Fmports of 1911, duties, average unit of value, equivalent ad
equivalent ad

mMumgﬁﬁgx.mmqwﬂmm_mﬂmm 1911 imports, together with

Imports entered for consumption, year ended June 30, 1911. Payne proposed bill (H. R. 22262). AP
Para rem rate
gsph Duties esti- o;iduiy,
yne Article. Aver- E,‘};’,f{‘ mﬁited on lsél Equiva- 29165
perts an
B Quantity. Value. Duties. |28t | ad va-| on 100 per Rate. oo o
valoe. | lorem. | cent wool bill)
content. y
Manulfactures composed wholly or in . g
part of wool, ete.—Contin Pounds. Dollars. Dallars.  |Dollars.| Per ct. Dollars. Per cent. | Per cent.
24 Webhbings, goringa suapendm, 36,008.98 74,718.26 63,330.54 | 2.02 84.76 46,978.86 | 26 cents pound 62.87 35
braces, ete. plus 50 per eent. 7
All othcrﬂr;unuhetmwhoﬂyur
\Jal‘m-dat. not more than 40 6, 167. 50 1,886.70 2,973.83 .306 | 157.87 2,546.90 | 26 cents pound 134.99 40
cents per pound. plus 50 per cent.
Valued at sbowz 40 and not 98, 586. 00 49, 569.00 68, 162. 34 .508 | 137.51 49,516.86 |..... [ TR 90.980 40
above 70 eents per pound.
\rnlne:dlt over cents per 192,424. 32 285, 449.99 241,664.39 | 1.48 84.06 192,7566.32 |.... a0 67.53 40
und.
pomePhiﬁp;ﬁneIs!nndn.. 3.00 3.00 Free. | L00 |....c... e e P ne i e
Recigflty treaty with 12.00 24.00 14.78 | 2.00 1. 58 10.32 | 26 ecents pound 43.00 40-20
Cu plus 50 eent
minuos 20 per cent.
Total all other mano- 297,192.82 336,932. 69 312,820. 4 | L13 92.84 L 72.68 40
factures, n. s. p. .
25 4
Bangmada!-. i e e T e e 1,866,651.00 | 1,152,733.82 |........ 61.75 933,325 50 | 50 per cent.... .. 80000 Loinn e
181 g - s s e e 2,053,155.19 | 1,262,670.97 |........ 61.50 615,946.56 | 30 percent........ 30.00 L.
Tolal carpetsand roge ... |................ 3,019,806.19 | 2,415,404.79 |........ 61.62 | 1,549,272.06 | ocvomceaannns 30 to 50 25 to 50
Total manufactures of wool. .| ... . ........ 218,823, 150.82 | 16,409,607.67 |........ 87.65 | 12, L R TN 65,11 42.55
Tatt[n.lwmlandmnu&ctures ................ 248, 305, 400.34 | 28,982, 552.58 |........ 50.79 | 17,467,793.10 [...ceevunnanana 36.00 3100
of wool.

t Estimated as comprising one-hall the imports of Anbusson, Axminister, oriental, and similar carpets and rugs.

This table presents a comparison of the results of this bill
with those of the present law, computed on the imports of 1911.
together with the rates of the bill H. R. 22195 now under con-
sideration. I find that the reduction on raw wool has been
greater than for any other item in their bill. On wool of the
first class in the bill, which means wool of the first and second
class in the present law, on wool on the skin, the bill makes a
reduction of from 43 per cent to 28.99 per cent. For wool not on
the skin it has made a reduction that is equal to 30.66 per cent.

USH OF SHRINKAGE FIGURE.

In my analysis I have not used shrinkage results on foreign
wools in our domestic mills but the shrinkage on foreign wools
in foreign mills. I find that most of the wool that comes into
this country originates in South America and Australia. The
shrinkage of this wool in the American mills is shown by this
report to be 47.64 per cent on South Ameriean wool in our mills
and 48.22 per cent on Australian wool in our mills.

Now, I have not taken those figures. They would show very
much greater ad valorem rates in the proposed bill of the mi-
nority than those of the table. I know that gentlemen on that
gide of the House would say that the wool eoming in now is
“gkirted ” and that skirted wool does not show as much shrink-
age as the wool that would come in under this bill. I find, as
stated, that in the foreign mills, where they have free wool and

do not import wool in the skirted condition, the shrinkage on,

South American wool is 59.90 per cent; that of Australia is 56.82
per cent, or an average of 58.36 per cent; and this is the average
shrinkage employed in the computations of the analysis table.

Under the present act the duty upon all wools and hair of the
first class is 11 cents per grease pound. The proposed Payne
bill makes the duty 18 cents per scoured pound. At the shrink-
age of 58306 (the average shrinkage of Australian and South
American wools in foreign mills shown in the Tariff Board
report, p. 883), it would require 2.4 pounds of grease wool to
make 1 pound of scoured wool.

Under the present act the duty om 24 pounds (the grease
wool equivalent to 1 pound clean content) at 11 cents per pound
amounts to 26.4 cents, compared with 18 cenfs on 1 pound clean
content under the proposed Payne bill.

On -wools which shrink 38 per cent and under, the rate of 18
cents per pound on the clean content is an inerease in the rate
of the present act, as shown by these figures:

rease pound,
equivalent

specific duty.
10.
11.
11,
12
13.
£ 14,

Bhrinkage (per cent) :
30_

35
30_
DN
202

? Includes $3 free of duty.

The Tariff Board gives a record (pp. 387-301) of a repre-
sentative American mill which used in a given length of time
over 10,000,000 pounds of foreign wool for which shrinkage
results are shown.

Of the 10,000,000 pounds used over 44 per cent (4,423,226
pounds) was Australian and South Ameriean crossbred wool,
which shrunk 36.34 pef cent. The eguivaleént specific rate on
the grease pound is 11.46 cents on the basis of a duty of 18 cents
per scoured pound.

In this connection the following excerpt from an article by
Mr. Theodore Justieé, a strong standpatter for the present tariff
law, in the Daily Trade Record of December 25, 1911, will be
found of interest:

The maximum Brotect[on to the Ameriean woolgrower on wool of
the first class is 22 cents a scoured pound and the average duty col-

does not exceed 20 for the reason as the shrinkage

cents, eason that
d scoured cost falls with It

falls below &0 per cent the du
Consider wools of the second class, the duty on is 12 cents a
pound and the shrinkage 27 per cent (Shro pnh.ln wool)., The dut

paid ecoured cost is thus Inereased only 16 cemts by reason of the 12-
cent duty on the wool in the grease. Thus it is always imported in
that condition.

The Presidemt hints at an average duty of 20 ecents a scoured pound
on wools of the first and second class as ideal. This would, in fact,
be an increase on the present dnt{' ratlwr than a decrcase, as the
average between 22 cents and 16 cents scoured is only 19 cents scoured.

Growers would be delighted if the duty upon o:lu wools could be

fixed on the basis of 20 cents scoured, for d then have more

protection tham they have at present.
EIGHTEEN-CENT RATE INDEFENSIBLE,

The 18-cent rate proposed by the minority members of the
committee is indefensible from every standpoint, whether of
price, cost of production, or any other that has thus far been
advanced, and is an attempt to mislead the public into believing
that an actual reduction is being made by the bill in the duties
on wool. There are reasons for regarding it as an attempt to
deceive. Among these are: (1) The minority bill reclassifies
wool into two classes instead of three, as under the existing law.
In elass 1 are included practically all of those wools of English
blood which have heretofore been grouped as im class 2. But
the Tariff Board has clearly shown, as I previously stated, that
the cost of production is zero in the United States for wools of
Engligh blood described in the tariff aet as elass 2. In order -
to get a comparison between the cost of produetion abread and
in the United States for the wools included in class 1 of the
new Payne bill it will be necessary to entirely revise the board’s
estimate of woel cost if it is to be applieable to the proposed
minority bill. By including the wool product of the 10,000,000
erossbred sheep produced at a zero cost with the wool product
of the 30,000,000 sheep in the western or territory region a great
reduction in the average cost of the wool ecomprehended in the
“eclass 1" of the minority’s bill will bave been effected. The
average cost of produeing the wools now classified as class 1
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would in this way be reduced by at least 25 per cent. This
change, apparently disregarded by the minority, would, even
under extreme conditions, make it impossible to sustain the 15-
cent rate on the clean content of wool. This would mean that,
taking the average of wool of class 1 on the basis of classifica-
tion suggested by the minority bill, not more than 7 or 8 cents
per scoured pound could be required to equalize costs. In the
following table is presented a computation of the rates which |
the duties suggested by the minority indicate as being necessary
to protect the wools in the “ territory " region.

Production of wool given by Tariff Board, per cent of shrinkage and

was go prohibitive that none came in. On wool or hair ad-
vanced—which is similar to tops—your rate figures into an
ad valorem of 27 per cent.

The minority has provided rates on yarns which are as inde-
fensible as those proposed on raw wool. In the following table
have been computed the equivalent ad valorem rates on yarns,
which are proposed in paragraph 21 of the minority bill. From
this table it will be seen that the rates recommended on yarns
vary from 45 per cent to more than S0 per cent.

Analysis of rates of duty for yarns of Payne proposed bill (estimated
on the basis of a wool content of 100 per cent).

cq:;%algm sc':reutrvd c:anl}u:fate of duty per ;mmﬂc}j pom:d in Payne pmé
no cost charge per scoured pou valie per scoure
aund, and ad valorem rate of duty necessary on Lasis of minority Rates of duty of Payne bill.
11 to protect western wools.
Items. .
. Equiv-
oyt Actual, alent ad
lorem wvalorem.
Kot Nat of duty
U P?.rf alent | Rate ;nst Vealuo ¥
States, m,,,;‘ﬁ,}l Srin| Booured | Bt | e | e ] ooy, | Yarns made wholly or in part of wool— Per cent.
5, - per iscoured | of minor-
aged |, wool .| pound. fscoured | pound. | ity bill Valued not more than 30 cents per pound...... mig:%permd 8L 67
pound. O LRotets Vﬂ]uﬂd at more than— s o
Woslecn 30 and not more than 35 cents per pound. . ﬂ}fmntépurpout:ld 76.43
us 15 per cen
25 and not more than 40 cents per pound.. ...?.do.. E8.75
w| @| wus| 1s|wm|ses| |  48mdnot mom thndfcentsporpound UG NI @iy
887 62| 377,981 181 .187| .381 47.24 50 end not more than 55 cents per pound. .| 21} cents per pound 5.00
Plicsi=ml & & =l 52 et
a7| e2[1,35858| 18| 38| l4s¢| e o) [ ok mOrs i W0 oARTY DN Dol S
045 62 | 354,197 18 .108 - 400 45.00 80.71
976 62 | 993,311 18 -218 306 40.18 48.67
w3| e esorr| 18| 27| .am| 4w -
0| 6| mus6| 18| (25| 5| 30 0%
776 62 143,37&1 18 | +.013 .310 58. 06 .
X 828 62 |1,148,435 18 . 326 .413 43.58 gmgm:mm:gmgmngw”ng" ‘%g
and not more than 95 cents per pound.. 47.
Total......[20,764,713 a2 |7,590, 501 is| .287| .418] 4308 6 Conta A0 106 100 et B Dar Rnd. 6.5
#1 and not more than $1.05 per pound...... 45.48
I Tariff Board Report (p. 330). *Tariff Board Report (p. 12), =%

The minority has made a special classifieation of class 3
wool, now called class 2, and has given this class a duty of 7
cents per pound, which, however, is to be rebated to the manu-
facturer, less 1 per cent of such duties, whenever it is worked
up into carpets hnd allied products. Thus there is opened an
immense field for fraud and deceit.

Furthermore, when these carpet wools are used in the manu-
facturing of the cheap clothing for the poor—and such is the
case to some extent—the duty would be increased by the Payne
proposed bill from the rate of the present act of 4 cents per
pound to T cents, an increase of 75 per cent. This is a serious
“ joker " on the poor people of the country.

I call attention also to what appears to be another “ joker"
in the measure proposed by the minority. Paragraph1 of the bill
provides that the rate on class 1 wools shall be 18 cents per
pound, but it also specifies that when the wool is imported in a
scoured condition “ the duty shall be 19 cents per pound.” This
is apparently intended to give an excess protection of 1 cent
per pound to the process of scouring. The Tariff Board has
reported the labor cost of scouring in the United States as
$0.0022 per pound. It reports the cost of material used in
geouring as $0.0089 to $0.0085. That is to say, the labor
cost of scouring is two-tenths of a cent per pound and the
material cost of scouring is at most nine-tenths of a cent per
pound. The total cost of scouring for the most expensive tops is
only a little more than 1 cent per pound. Assuming that the
board is right in its statement that the cost of making tops in
England is 180 per cent of the cost here, it is plain that the
difference between the cost of scouring abroad and in the
United States could not be as much as five-tenths of a cent a
pound. A tariff duty of less than one-half of 1 cent a pound
would therefore amply protect the process of scouring, and even
this would be an excessively high estimate of the difference in
the cost of operation between foreign countries and the United
States. It must be inferred, therefore, that the minority in-
tends really to establish a rate of 19 cents per scoured pound
on wool of the first class instead of the 18 cents which it tech-
nically provides.

The minority in their report make this remarkable statement:

f?;gomme made the greater reduction of rates on the cheaper classes
o 5

My friends, did you ever hear that coming from the Repub-
lican side of the House before? [Laughter on the Democratic
side.] On the face of the returns they always take care of the
poor and needy, and in their report they say—
ofWe g:'ve made the greater reduction of rates on the chenper classes

ez HIGH RATES ON TOPS AND YARNS.

Of tops, the first advancement of wool in the process of mann-

facture there are no imports for last year. The present act

When you come to yarns you levy three rates—213 cents per
pound plus 10 per cent; 213 cents per pound plus 15 per cent;
and 21} cents per pound plus 25 per cent, according to value.
Now, on the cheaper class of yarn, on which you fix a rate of
213 cents per pound on the wool, giving to the .manufacturer
the difference between 18 cents and 21% cents per pound on
scoured wool, and then add 10 per cent ad valorem on yarns,
you say that is cheaper on the lower grade of yarn. But when
you figure it out on the ad valorem basis on importations it
equals 9919 per cent on the chenper grade. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

When you come to the higher-grade yarns that go into
clothing which the rich people use you apparently put up the
price and make it apparently 21} cents on the wool and 25 per
cent ad valorem. But when you figure it under the value of
the yarn it makes your rate only 4545 per cent [applause
on the Democratic side], thus taxing actually, although you
are pretending to do the other thing, the cheaper yarn,
out of which the cloth that is worn by the poorer people is
made, twice as much as you are taxing the yarn that goes
inéo]the high-priced fabric. [Applause on the Democratic
side.

the

CHEAP CLOTH HIGHLY TAXED.

When you come to cloth, instead of carrying 18 cents a scoured
pound on the wool in the cloth into this bill that you have in-
troduced in the interest of the American people—instead of
charging 18 cents a scoured pound, you advance the scoured
pound to 23 cents—that is, the welight of the wool content—and
then add 30 per cent ad valorem. What is that egual to, when
you work it out, on the importations for the last year? On
cheap cloth valued at not more than 40 cents a pound, it equals
105.44 per cent. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. PAYNE. Right there, if the gentleman will permit——

Mr. UONDERWOOD. I have only 10 minutes.

Mr. PAYNE. I will take only a minute. Did the gentleman
make any allowance for the amount of cotton used In making
these cheap goods? Our duty is simply on the wool. The cot-
ton is included under the present law. The rate is on the
weight of the goods.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. To do that would increase the ad valo-
rem.

Mr. PAYNE. The gentleman had better read that over
before he puts it in the Recorp.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I call the attention of the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PaYyse] to the report, where he makes the
statement that he had written the rates lower on the cheaper
class of goods. On the higher-grade goods, valued above 70
cents o pound, you put a tax of 26 cents on the wool content
per pound and 55 per cent ad valorem, which works out an
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equivalent ad valorem rate of 49.72 per cent. You continue
exactly what you did in your old bill. You put a high rate on
the cheaper grade of goods, making it 105 per cent. One hun-
dred per cent ¢ould inclvude the entire cost of production,
and yet you get above the entire cost of production for the
poorer class of goods and put 5 per cent ad valorem addi-
tional on it, and when you come to the high-grade goods,
that only the wealthy can wear, you reduce the tax to 49.72
per cent and ask the people to take that as a relief from the
burdens of the present law. [Applause on the Democratic
side.]

The ad valorem duty established by the minority bill is placed
at from 35 to 60 per cent over and above a compensatory duty
intended to fully meet the difference in material costs in the
United States and in foreign countries. It would appear that
the bill of the minority has been framed with little or no ref-
erence to the findings of the Tariff Board. This fully confirms
the following statement made in the report of the Ways and
Means Committee last summer :

When statistical data as to cost of production have been obtained
* * * the Republican Party has treated them with neglect and
contempt, and has gone on framing tariff acts to please private inter-
ests at the publle expense without any consideration whatever of ascer-
tained facts as to the differences in cost of production.

Now, we fix an ad valorem rate all the way through. We
put 40 per cent on all classes of cloth, and of course the cheap-
est cloth does not pay as much tax as the higher-grade cloth,
although relatively it pays the same. The following table pre-
sents in detail the actual and equivalent ad valorem rates of
the Payne proposed bill, clearly bringing out the real effect of
the revision in maintaining high duties.

Analyszis of rates of duty ;ar cloths in Payne proposed bill (estimated
on the basis of a wool content of 100 per cent).

Rates of duty of Payne bill
iteme, Equiva-
Actuoal. lent ad
valorem,
Cloths, knit fabrics, flannels, felts, and all fabrics
of every deserlpt'lon mada wholly or in part of
wool, n.s. p.f.—
Valued at not more than 40 cents per pound ..| 25 cents per pound | Per cent.
Valued at more than— plus 30 per cent. .. 92.50
40 and not more than 45 cents per pound..| 26 cenis per pound
plus 35 per cent... 92.78
45 and not morz than 50 cents per pound..|..... e e W 87.00
50 and not more than 55 cents per peund..|.....do.. 82,27
55 and not more than 60 cents per pound..|..... b 78.33
60 and not more than 65 cents per pound..| 26 cents per pound
plus 40 per cent ... £0.00
65 and not mora than 70 cents per pound..|..... (R N IR 77.14
70 and not mor2 than 75 cents per pound..|..... r R 74.67
75 and not more than 80 cents per pound..|..... L ReRee R 72.50
80 and not more than 85 cents per pound..| 28 cents per pound
plus 45 per cent.. 75.59
85 and not mora than 90 cents per pound..).....do..cc.o..aaanll 73.89
80 and not more than 95 cents per pound..|..... r, [ PR SR 72.87
95 cents and not morz than §1 per pound..|..... L e e 7L00
$1 and not more than $1.05 per pound..... 26 cents per pound
plus 50 percent... 74.70
$1.05 and not more than $1.10 per pound..|..... -t el 73.64
$1.10 and not more than $1.15 per pound. AN 72.61
$L.15 and not mora than $1.20 per pound. 7L 67
$1.20 and not more than $1.25 per pound.. 70.80
$1.25 and not more than $1.30 per pound.. 70.00
$1.30 and not mor2 than $1.35 per pound. . 60. 25
$1.35 and not more than $1.40 per pound..|..... 68. 57
$1.40 and not morz than $1.45 par ponud. . |.....do.. 67.93
$1.45 and not more than $1.50 per pound..|..... i 67.33
$1.50 and not mora than $1.55 per pound..| 26 cents per pound | |
plus 55 per cent ... LT

REMAREABLE TREATMENT OF BLANKETS,

There is another especially remarkable thing about the gentle-
man's bill. He got no information from the Tariff Board about
blankets, and only had to wander in the dark; so that the
Tariff Board is not responsible for his figures on blankets, as
they gave no information.

In 1910 there were 1,849 pounds of blankets imported, valued
at $640. They paid a duty of $598. The unit value was 34
cents, and the average ad valorem rate was 93 per cent. Now,
work it out on your bill. You put 23} cents a pound on those
blankets, which would equal $434.71. Then you put a 20 per
cent ad valorem rate on those blankets which, on the $460
value imported, amounted to $128, making the total amount of
your tax under your new bill $662.71, as against $598 under the
present law. [Applause on the Democratic side.] In other
words, the old rate of duty on blankets, as shown by these
importations, was 93 per cent, and you raise it to 103 per cent.

Now, as to flannels. On the cheaper grades of flannels, those
that the poor have to wear to cover their nakedness from the
winter storm, valued at not more than 40 cents a pound, you

put 23} cents a pound on the wool content and 20 per cent
ad valorem. But work it out on the imports, and it is found
that 82.21 per cent is placed on those flannels, against 30 per
cent in our bill, and the Tariff Board did not tell you to do it,
because they gave you no information about it.

But when you come to the higher class of flannels, such as
some of my Republican friends will disport themselves in at
the seashore when the summer breezes come and we are waiting
for the Senate to pass this bill [laughter], on those flannels
valued at over 70 cents you put 23% cents a pound and 30 per
cent ad valorem; but when you work out the ad valorem
equivalent on the actual importations you have 57 per cent on
those flannels as against 45 per cent that we put on themp. In
our bill we have put 30 per cent ad valorem on cheap flannels
and 45 per cent on the higher grades. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] :

The same thing can be shown In reference to wearing appa-
rel and other items in the bill. There is not an item in the bill
that the gentleman from New York [Mr. PaAYnNe] asks you to
vote for on which, when you work out the ad valorem rates, he
has not put a higher tax on cheap wearing apparel than he has
put on the higher class of goods.

DEMOCRATIC RATES ON CARPETS ACCEPTED.

On carpets the Tariff Board made no report, and the gentle-
man from New York [Mr. Pay~E] therefore, having no informa-
tion, practically adopted the same rates that we had in our bill
last year. He could not get information from one source, and
21(;1 cilme to another to get it. [Applause on the Democratic

e.

Mr. PAYNE. Why do you not say that we adopted a lower
rate?

Mr. UNDERWOOD. You have got a lower rate on-one car-
pet. We have a lower rate on two other classes of carpets, but
there is not much difference on the carpet schedule between the
gentleman from New York [Mr. PAYyNE] and ourselves, except
that you give to the manufacturer free carpet wool, while we
make him pay $4,700,000 to the Federal Treasury and put the
same tax on him that you do. That is about the difference.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

It is a remarkable fact that the minority of the committee, in
preparing its own bill, has made the greatest change in those
paragraphs that have not been investigated by the Tariff Board,
notwithstanding that it professes to have drafted a bill intended
to apply to the findings of the board. It has long been known
that third-class wools were not produced in the United States,
and hence that there was no reason for retaining the protection
upon them provided for in the Payne-Aldrich tariff law. Never-
theless, when a change of this kind was proposed at the time
that the Payne-Aldrich tariff was under consideration, it was
rejected by the then majority of the committee, There has been
no change in the situation since that time nor has there been
any new developments or facts on the subject by the Tariff
Board. This is fully recognized by the minority of the com-
mittee, which in the report now filed specifically states that
“the subject of the cost of converting wool into carpets was
not treated in the report of the Tariff Board.” Inasmuch as. the
Tariff Board furnishes no information on the cost of conversion
in carpets and there is nothing whatever that is new as to the
production and importation of earpet wools, it is a remarkable
circumstance that the minority, now so desirous to bring about
a reform in the carpet duties, did not do so at the time when
il had full power to put its views into effect. Judging from the
action with reference to the carpet wools and carpets, there is
more chance of securing tariff revision without a report of the
Tariff Board than there is with one, inasmuch as the changes
in yarns and fabrics are very much less than those made in
carpets. The Tariff Board has suggested neither the facts as
to the manufacture of carpets nor as to the production and use
of carpet wools, nor has it made the slightest recommendation
with reference to methods of levying duties upon carpet wools
or the carpets made of them.

Now, excluding carpets, on which we agree, excluding raw
wool and making a computation of what you have done in this
bill as shown by the imports of last year, the imports of manu-
factures for last year, excluding carpets and wool, amounted
to $14,900,000. The duties were $14,000,000. The equivalent
ad valorem rate under the present law is 94 per cent. You
make it under your bill T1.83 per cent.

Instead of making a reduction to the American people on
the things that they actually wear, the things they carry on
their backs, of 40 per cent, you make a reduction of the differ-
ence between 94 per cent and T1 per cent, or 23 per cent. That
is the truth. That is the real fact in the case.

On the other hand, our bill works out 41.88 per cent. Here
is an analysis of these facts.
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Statement showing i and lent ad valorem rates
of the imports of mu ]’or wooi and ma nu}‘swtsru of, exclusive of
carpets, together with estimated lent ad valorem rates for the
Payne proposed bill and House bill 82195,

Imports of 1811 (act of 1909) E;nié nllnzs:tt :ci‘.
ol i al
valorem,
Ttems. -
Equiv-| Payne Und%'
Value. Dutles. ent | pro- | ‘G

ad val- ﬁd (H.R.

orem, 2105).

‘ Perct, | Perct. | Perci.
anufactures of wool 4,003,344.63 |814,084,202.88 | 94.54 | TL.83 41.88
\\ ool end manufactures of.. 44,475,008.15 | 26,567,147.70 | 50.73 | 85.79 | 30.15

On wool not on the skin, which constitutes about 96 per cent
of the wools taxed by the proposed Payne bill, the reduction
is from 45.69 per cent to 30.66 per cent, while the Democratic
bill makes a reduction on this class of wool from 45.69 per cent
to 20 per cent ad valorem, or a reduction of 56.23 per cent.

On manufactures of wool, your proposed bill makes a reduc-
tion from 87.65 per cent to 65.11 per cent, or 25 per cent, while
the Democratic bill makes a reduction from 87.65 per cent to
42,55 per cent, or a reduction of 51.46 per cent. [Applause on
the Democratic side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Alabama
has expired.

APPENDIX.

[House Report No. 455, Sixty-second Congress, second session, part 1.}

To REDUCE THE DUTIES ON WOOL AND MANUFACTURES OF WOOL.

The Committee on Ways and Means, to whom was referred the bill
(H R. 2219?}l to reduce the duties on wool and manutactums of wool,

baving e same under consideration, rt it back to the House
without amendment and recommend that the bill do pass.

H. R, 11018 REINTRODUCED,

Except for the change in date of effectiveness and the correction of
minor clerical errors, this bill, H. B. 22195, is identical with H. R.
110189, mu'oduced at "the first session of the ?ment Congress.

Down-
ward tar was the issue in the 1910 mmpn n. The
omhelmi!{g ma.nncr in which the Democratic Pa ven the
control of the House of Representatives in the el n ot that year
severely rﬁp diated the Republican failures at tariff reform in the
Payne-Aldrich Act of 1909 and plainly instructed the Democrats to pro-
ceed at the earliest practica.ble moment with a downward revision of
the ta Hence it was tha convening of the Bixty-second

Con, in the s al session mprﬂ 4, 1911, this committee at once
applied itself to work of revising Schedule' K in an effort to make
im:?ﬁdlntely effective the mandates of the people with regard to tariff
rev

The bill H. R. 11019 was the result of elaborate and nstaking in-
vestigations by the committee unng| which was assembled and exam-
ined all the information nvaﬁa.b th regard to the production and
manufacture of wool. The ra duty worked out by the committee
and embodied in H. R. 11019 were ﬂxed without any erence whatever
to protection, but with an intent to reduce the * indefensible™ rates
which have been so long a burden to the commer and with the only
other view to roduclnﬁ the necessary revenue from this schedule.

A modified form of -R. 11019,. c.nrrylng xiight‘l:g inecreased rates of
duty, was to President of the
United Stam. a.nd vetozd by st 17, 1911. The veto was
defended on the oard had not completed its

ress, subini
im on Au
und that the Tariff

investizations ot chedule K. In this veto m% the Presldeut quoted
Irom his m o Congress of December T, as follo
“1 believe at the work of this board wl.ll be of prime utillty and

importance whenever Congress shall deem i to readjust the
customs dutles, If the facts secured by the -rmu: rd are of such a
character as to show generally that the rates of daties imposed by the
resent tariff law are excessive under the principles ef protection as
eseribed in the platform of the snccessful party at the late election, I
shall not lmxitate to invite the attention of to this fact and to
the necessity for action predicated thereon.”

In his veto memge of August 17, 1911, the President also said:

“ When I have the accurate information which justifies such action I
shall recommend to as t a reduction in Schedule K as the
measure of protection, already § will permit. The failure of the
present bill should not be regnrded. eretore. as taking away the only
chance for reduction by this C ]Ef

In its report on IH. 11019 ( Rept. No. 45, 62d Cong., 1st sess.)
the committee said

“ 1t would be trlﬂintg with tho people to give further consideration to
Republican counsels of more this matter, whether with
to statistical data mnoernlng mt or production, promised at a fu
date, or for any further reason.’

Notwithstan this convietion, the Democratic majority of the
House of Representatives, impatie: ient to o respond to the demands of the

ople for a speedy revision of a schedule of indefensible rates, was
ge oed to delay further effort in answer to the protests of the American

In his message of December 20, 1911, the President said
Th“ lhnova li!erew!l.hhnmhmgt ’;t; ¥ Etinzs. On the!r thlaM m&e&la -
e boar 8 unan ons in ABI8 O
I now recommend that the Congress proceed to a consideration of th
schedgla with a view to iis revis!on and a general reduction of its
rates, 3
The committee has made a careful analysis of the report of the
Tariff Board in order to interpret the findings and to discover what
particulars the committee’s bill, 1. R. 11019, was defective or falled to
adjust the dutles in an equ!ltable and pwper manner. This analysis

has failed to reveal anything that
fixed in H. R. 11019, and the commi is constrained to present again
the results of its investigation ot last summer, as e-mbodled in the bill
presented to the House at that time.

Amnﬂy the only real effect of the 12 months’ delay in the revision

upon the necessity, as stated by the President, of
awalting tho report of the Tariff Board, has been to allow manufac-
turers another year of excessive rates and to com ! tbo ggople to
for their woolen clothing during the year about s more than
they would have paid under the rates of H. R.

As shown in the analysis, the data of the mport of the Tariff Board
have been found to be use and unsystematie, to present Insignificant
findings, and, as stated, to afford the committee no valid reason for any
climnge il:u its recommendations of last session with regard to the rates
of Schedule

uires a single change in the rates

ANALYSIS OF TARIFF BoARD'S REPORT.
BCOFE OF ANALYSIS.

The following discussion of the Tariff Board's report on
Manufactures of Wool is divided into three parts: (1) The general
character of the report on wool and manufactures of wool (pp. 5-8);
(2) the circumstances under which it was Frepareﬂ its characteristics,
and the enernl features which entitle it confidence or the reverse

gtp ; and (3) an intenpretation of the board's report
a empt to apply it to the tarifl sitnation (pp. 33-66).
are

siderl the broad question of tariff revision, a decision must first be
reached as to the acceptance of the so-called cost of production theory
as a basis for such revision. Conclusions on this point are made in the
first part. Again, if the cost of production theory is acceptable in the
abstract, or may conceivably be made so, the s‘tlan on remains whether
the report is worked out Imm the smtist!ml dpoint thoroughly and
carefully so as to present trustworthy resul Finally, independent of
the conclusions reached on cost of prodnct‘lon in the abstract, and
whether or not the report is satisfactory In its technique, the question
will remain as to what actual significance r g tariff duties is to
be .gh;gﬁ it granting, for the sake of argument, that its conclusions are
aceepted.

Wool and

, and an
The three parts
rily indepen ent of each other. In con-

Cost oF ProbuCTION THEORY,

greater portion of the report consists of a study of what Is
miled comparative cost of on" of woa!a and manufactum
of wool in various countries, the chief stress being natu
conditions in the United States. The report deals exclusi wlth th.Ls
subject, if the language be so interpreted as to include
are ancillary to eost of production in the narrow senso
While the report contains considerable deseriptive and other matter
such as quotations of prices and the like, these are contributory to the
analysis of cost and are evidently intended merely to enable readers to
make uue of the cost figures more intelligently.
therefore, falr to note at the outset exactly what is meant Iﬁ
using {he cost of froductilm theory as a basis for adjusting tar
duties, and what valldity it has as a lpmctl guide to legislation. By
cost of production the board invariab underst.ands money cost of pro-
duction, o, as some economists have e:l ressed 1t, * money expenses of
prodm:ﬂ 7" These expenses of produ are ascertained in wvarious
ways and for various products the several countries studied, and
colnparisons are then drawn between the figures thus secured.
upon the validity of this mode of procedure, it is neces-
sm:ly to review some familiar economic reasoning.
he view that the proper basis for tarlff doties 1s found by com-
parlng money costs of production rests upon the opinion that money
g&}:reaent the relative d of sacrificé involved in turning out
ties of & given kind various countrles. For instance, if lt
assumed that a given unit of a cer commodity can be produeced In
Eng!snd for §1, or the eqnlva.lant of that sum, whﬂe in the United
States the mon%y of production are $1.25, it is necessary
to have a tariff duty the difference in these money expenses of
production, or certa.inly to the dlﬂerence in money expenses minus the
allowance for variations in freight rates, in order fo place the producers
in the two countries upon an equal market footing. f this is not done,
it will be ible for the produce the country wh ere money expenses
are lowes drlve out 0 businm the producer in the country where
money expenses h This assumption is based upon an erro-
neous view of lntmn onal trade, and finds no warrant whatever in
economic rea

RELATION BETWEEN FRICES AND COSTS.

In certaln classes of goods prices or selling values are fixed not by
the cost of roducin at the polnt ot lowest cost but by the cost of
produeing a fg::n:t of !s is trua of every com-
modi ty subjoct to

ties, rice is fixed
thnt %ruon or e suppls
!avora e conditlomt. provi

. In the case of soch
the cost of product
brought into e:ismnce under the leas
ed that all portions of the supply are
ﬂﬂ nmnd Thus, if the price of wheat is
¢5 cents a bushe. w command that Bgure regardless of
whether it 1s produced at 2a. 50 5 oents. or sl per bushel. The
price is fixed BY a com of p-pnlly and cost of
production merely affords one o.f. the li.mits wtl.lch. timately deter-
mines the range of prices. This is a familiar condition in connection
with {cultural commodities, in which ]pmdnctinn continues on un-
fertile s, though very much better soi in use. The better
goil does not drive the poorer out of cultivaﬂon unless there is so
much of the better as to render it unnecessary to cultivate the poorer
soil. Where solls of different g'rades are emplﬁy , the price of the
roduct has nmothing to do with cost of production, but is determined
Ey the eost of production of the most expensive unit of the desired
suppl;r In these cases a study of the difference in cost of produe-
n wounld have no relation whatever to the amount of tariff needed
ti;: p-roget industries in one country against the competition of those
another,
The production of numerous commodities is carried on in countries
ch smaller natural aptness for them than do others, be-
uuae the latter, which might compete successfully with them, have a
in producing some other commodity. Th hus, If
uce both corn and wheat more cheaply than State
follow th!.t it wﬂl do so. If the former's advanta
uction of wheat Is tproporﬁonately ter than in the
it will devo e attentlon chiefly, or wholly, to
it has the greatest surplus of produe-
tive power. In this case a stm]y of the difference of money expenses
of roduetlon will throw no Iight whatever upon the amount of tariff
in order to ize conditions of produnction. There are nu-
merous Instances in which a cond!uon of this kind exists—a country

minishinf
ultimately by
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having the decided advantage in a certain commodity, but producing it
‘only to a very limited extent, because there is so at a fleld for its
capital in other directions. In such cases the fact that the money cost
of producing a given article in the country of great advantage Is lower
than in the least favored country does not prove the necessity of a
tariff doty upcn this article in the less favored country, because the
more favored will not produce It to any conslderable extent in any
event.

. Even in those instances where two countries are extensively engaged
in producing a manufactured article, whose [ﬁrlce is determined by cost
of production under the most favorable conditlons, as is the case with
many largely manufactured articles, such as shoes, cloth, and the like,
a difference in money cost of production does not necessarily Indicate
anything as to comparative competitive power. That it may do so there
must be an ascertainment of the relative efficlency of labor and the
extent to which given money expenses are the result of already exist-
ing tariff duties. If expenses of production have been rend higher
Ly tariff duties, so that the cost of producing an article is enhanced
by tariff duties on the raw material, the fact of higher money expenses
of produection does not necessarily indicate inferlority in productive
power as to that particular article. .

VARIATIORS IN COSTS.

Beside these conslderations, in every country there Is a great rangg
of difference in cost of production. Scarcely any commodity can
gaid to have a uniform cost of production. There is more difference,
as a rule, between different factories in the same country than there
is between the best and poorest factories In ome country and those of
corresponding grades in another. This has been anIy illustrated by
the work of the Tariff Board. In its ort on gu and paper the
board found little difference in money of production between the
United States and Canada in the best mills, but it did find very great
difference between the best and poorest mills in the United States. The
indicatlon would have been, therefore, that whille protection was not
needed by the best factories in the United States against Canada, it
was needed by the poorer factories a; st the better factorles in the
United States, but not against those In Canada. Owlng to this varla-
tlon In cost of production within the same country, it is not possible
to compare in exact terms the productive power of one country with
that of another.

Only averages can be taken, and these show nothing whatever as
to any given case. The cost of production theory in order to mean
anything must be qualifled by provisions showing whether it is intended
to ngrl; to differences between the best factories In two countries, or
the difference between the poorest factorles In one country and the best
in another. Otherwise 1t will indicate nothing, even upon its own
theoretical basis, since a tarif which would protect the best factory
in cne country will not protect the poorest factory there or, perbaps,
the average factory. A duty which will equalize the average differ-
ence in cost of production befween two countries protects no one, since
it Is more than i{s needed by the most eflicient producer and less than
is needed by the least efMeient producer.

Even if it be granted that an ascertainment of differences In woueg
cost of production—whether highest, average, or lowest—would furnls
a guide to the p r amount of tarif duty needed for protective pur-
poses, the problem would remaln whether money expenses of production
could be ascertained in sach a way as to render the method available,
ﬁlxper!ence. as well as theoretical considerations, show that this is nct

e case.

COSTS NOT ASCERTAINADLE.

The following are some of the reasons why costs are not obtalnable :

. In getting at money expenses of production they must be ascer-
tained from books designed to show manufacturing costs. No unlformity
exists in methods of cost accounting, and many factorles do not employ
any cost-accounting systein Cost fignres obtalned withont cost books
are of very llttle service. Such figures obtalned from sets of books
which are kept in a different way are equally of little service. This con-
dition exists in the textlle industries to a very great extent—=a condltion
admitted by the Tariff Board throughout thelr report.

2. Even If money costs could be actually ascertalned in an ungues-
tionable manner and upon a cumgarativu basls, they must be obtalned
not from one competing country but from every competing country, so
that the ave extent or scope of competition might be known mzainst
which the United States must exert its energlies. It might very well be
that one country would have a low-money cost of pm(Tuctlon, but this
would be of little significance, as that country could not indefinitely
increase the amount of its production.

3. Even if the facts could be accurately ascertalned for all comreting
foreign countries, the figures would be of little service as a gulde In
fixing tariff duties, because it would not be known in any given case
whether such costs afforded the basis for fixing Prices. herever mo-
nopoly conditions obtain, wherever the export-price system exists, and
wherever patents are an important factor in tproﬂ!:u:tlou. the mere ascer-
tainment of the cost of production is of little lmportance. It is far
more significant in such cases to know the range of actual selllng prices
over a long period.

4. Inasmuch as differences In money cost of prodoction have mo par-
ticular significance unless they eurres&mnd to relative sacrifice of labor
and eapital, and inasmuch as they do not thus cnrres?ond except In
countries whose price levels are about the same, there Is no safe con-
clusion to be drawn as to the extent to. which a country possessing a
low-money cost will be able to undersell or compete with a country
subject to a high-money cost.

FUTILITY OF INQUIRY.

For these reasons the effort to obtaln detailed money costs of pro-
duction as a basis in fixing rates of duty must be considered futile,
even If it could be successfully carried out in the inclusive way spoken
of. While it is perfectly true that manufacturers are always eager
to know the cost of production in the plants of thelr competitors, they
are not desirous of giving their own, because they recognize the fact
that unless they can keep costs down to an average level they are
likely to be displaced. In international trade the guestion of compe-
tition Is not ralsed between individuals, but between grou of indl-
viduals, in the two countries. his is, therefore, an entirely different
proposition and one which has comparatively- little reference to the
question of money cost of production. When the statement is
by advocates of the money cost of production theory that a duty ls
desired which will not only equalize costs, but also aﬁow for a margin
of reasonable profit, the difficulty Is intensified. t all times there
are some producers who may be carrying on business at a loss. If
it be intended to have the duty sufficlently la to enable the poorest
producers to obtain, theoretically, a reasonable profit, an excessively

hl{h rate Is indicated, and this allows the more efficlent factories to
get very much more than their reasonable profit.

The situation is clearly brought out in the case of rallroad -rates,
where the effort is to fix the rates upon a reasonable basis; yet this
almost invariably results In glving to the well-built and efficlently
managed roads too large a margin ogai)mﬂt while it does not give
sufficient margin to those overcapitallzed, ba&ly constructed, or inefll-
ciently managed. The addition of a reasonable profit over and above
the difference In the cost of productlon very greatly complicates the
problem and renders what was already impossible in theory positively
absurd in application.

REPORT NOT A TARIFF DOCUMENT.

Probably the most striking feature of the report of the Tarll Board
is that it contains little with reference to the tariff. It is primarily
an analysis of the money expenses involved in the production and
manufacture of wool. With the exception of a brief sectlon relating
to the question whether raw-wool rates should be levied cn an ad
valorem or specific basis, and with the further exception of the study
of shrinkage in wool which ls presented as ancillary to the question
of ad valorem or specific rates, the report has nothing to say respect-
ing the tarlff and lts effects either upon capltal or labor, or upon the
consumer as he is affected by prices of s. The report as now

ublished and before Congress consists of four volumes. The first
s a so-called * glossary,” in which are given explanations of the mean-
ing of terms used in connection with tari legislation, production
importation, consumption, and the like, for the United States and
other countries. The second volume includes a study of the cost of
producing raw wool, the third a study of manufacturing costs in the
wrx&icn industry, and of costs or ouflays in the ready-made-clothing
trade.

The fourth volume undertakes a study of wages and efficiency in
the woolen and worsted business of the United States. At a later
point oceasion will be taken for a more complete analysis of certain
portions of this report.

VALUE OF REPORT.

Volume 1, containing the message of the President, letter of sub-
mittal, summary of fin !nlgs, and glossary, will undoubtedly be of use
in explaining to the public the significance of the existing tariff and
of the terms used In it. The volume %gobab!y contains little that
was not already avallable to any Member of Congress who chose
to avall himself of the facilities at his command. It is essentlally a
clerical or library compilation from printed sources, and as such affords
}lttle of service to the practical legislator other than its convenient
'orm.

Volume 4, wages and efliclency of labor and machine in the
United States, treats a suhgect which has already been exhaustively
dlscussed by the United States Immigration Commission in reports on
the woolen Industry, and the Tariff ard undoubtedly drew upon this
source, Whatever may be the intrinsic value of this volume and
however serviceable it may be to students for reference, as a contri-
bution to tariff discussion at the present time it has no value, because
1t does not contain, or profess to contain, comparative material on effi-
clency in forelgn countries. Tt deals only with American conditions.
Taken in a general way, as showing the status of labor in the woolen
and worsted industry, Yt is less comprehensive than the reports of the
Immigration Commission. 'The board has carried the study of earnin
in some instances to a more advanced point than the report of the
Immigration Commission, yet this has not materially contributed to the
usefulness of the report. This refers particularly to the question of
wages per hour, per unit of product, etc., data for which are not found
in the Immigration Commission's report, but which, whatever may be
thought of them, can not aid now, ause of the entire lack of com-
parable data.

Volume 3 contains a dlscussion of manufacturing costs, tops, yarn,
and cloth, and ready-made clothing. About one-fourth of the volume
is devoted to a stu (&. of ready-made clothing—a subject fully covered
by the Immigration Commission in a report prepared at great expense
which has been available for some time. The ready-made clothing
report of the board contains an analysis of cost by sample or specimen
pleces of clothing, of which a more complete discussion will appear
ater. But, without going into the question of the ready-made clothing
inquiry at present, there seems to have been_no good reason for devot-
ng to this subject the attention given it by the board. The principal
discussion has related to the dut'es on raw wool and manufactures of
wool. The rates of duty on ready-made clothing have been of relatively
little importance. Our Imports of that article have not been large,
amounting to only $1,776,236 during the fiscal year ending June 30,
1910, and would not have been large in any event on account of differ-
ences in style. As the board Itself points out, the industry iz highly
competitive, and may be regarded as a minor factor in the tariff issue.

Aﬂfarent!y the chief reason for this int*}uiry was the orinlon that it
would show the cost of woolen goods to be but a very small factor in the
cost of ready-mftde clothing. Walving this issue for the present, it may
be concluded that, so far as the question of tarif rates on wool and
manufactures of wool is concerned, that part of the board's report which
relates to ready-made clothing is largely irrelevant,

BIGNIFICANT FEATURES OF THE REPORT.

Those portions of the report which have a bcnrlng upon the immediate
question before Congress and which shounld be studied In relation to the
roblem of the tariff are comprised in Volume II and in the first half of
olume III. Included in these volumes is much that has no immediate
bearing on the subject. The * Notes on sheep ranching In the West,” for
example, are fragmentary and contaln no direct references to compara-
tive costs that throw light upon the tariff. In the second volume of the
board’s report, which deals with raw wool, the material deserving of con-
gideration is comprised within u})agea 300 to 541, a total of 241 pages,
while in Volume III, on manufacture, the significant portions are In-
cluded in the 223 pages between pages 619 and 842, Even on the pages
uoted there 18 much that has only a very general bearing upon the sub-
ect of industrial costs, and of this a rather largedpmport]on has been
previously published either in this country or abroad, thus being already
available to those who might wish to examine it: in many instances
material so published was already in the files of the Ways and Means
Committee. Practlr:alg all of the material as to prices, Imports, ex-
ports, and forelgn conditions was readily available, as was also a large
part of the information on shrinkage.
COSTS OF CAPITAL AND NATURAL AGENTS,
Throughout its Investigation of costs of t[)1’04111ct!¢'1n, the Tariff Board
apparently considers the maintenance of the existing tariff, or some-
E:lg approximating it, fundamental and necessary. Thereby it adds
very greatly to the * cost” stated as representative of the necessltles
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of the Ameriean wool and wool-manufacturing industry under existing
conditions., This is an error which runs consistently throughout the
whole report and which needs to be considered very carefully in order
fo rleallze the far-reaching character of the modifications which it
nvolves, i

Fundamentally, the mistake of the board In considering the tariff
as & permanent feature is found in the attitude it adopts toward the
cost of capital and of natural agencles. Starting with the raw-wool
industry, the board regards the cost of land or the price paid for the
use of it as an Integral element in wool raising. In Volume II
(p. 309), under the head * The ]irnblem of land wvalues,” the report
says that in some reglons * the sheep owners possess but little land,
often only enough to give them control of water rights, ete., while
in other parts the land owned by them represents a large investment
and occasions n heavy charge agailnst the sheep; but all the flock
owtncrs depend to a greater or less extent on land which they do
not own.”

In getting at the method employed in dealing with this question
of land values, the board allows a charge against the sheep designed
to cover the grazing value of the land. This allowance * has been
determined on the Lasis of prices actually paid for the use of similar
land leased or rented in the same region.” It is a?pamnt]y included
.in the estimates of cost under the head of * Miscellaneous expenses.”
Here is a mistake similar to that made by the board in its report on
pulp and paper. The value of land, whether estimated as a lump sum
as a remntal, or partly, as in this case, a grazing value, is determin
solely by the demand for the products of the land and the consequent
price that can be obtained for svch product. A farm is worth $30 an
aere for the sole reason that the products ralsed on the farm can be

made to bring an Income, which, all things considered, will pay interest’

on £50 per acre. Grazing land leased for the use of shee{) owners will
bring 20 cents an acre merely because of the fact that the sheep are
there and there is a demand for the land, but the grazing demand is
due to the fact that the lmlm?m;i‘l is being ecarried on subject to tariff
protection under conditions whi enable the owners of land to exact
such a charge. Reduction of the tariff would eliminate this payment so
far as based upon a fictitious or artificially established value.

In the case of pulp and paper, it was found by the board that one
reason for the high cost of paper in the United States was the fact
that paper makers charged themselves the prevailing rate for pulp wood,
and so recorded this charge on their books as an element in cost, not-
withstanding that the woodlands were owned by themselves and had
been bought years ago at a low figure. They Increased in value
merely because the scarcity of wood produced by excessive tariff pro-
tection rendered it impossible to get the wood without pa 1.1:% an
abnormally high price, which in turn ralsed the value of the land.
This enabled the paper manufacturers to claim that the high price
which they paid themselves for the wood was really no more than was
necessal?' in order to pay the Interest on their investment In the wood-
lands. It was a clear case of the use of the tariff to maintain an artl-
ficial or monopoly value. A somewhat similar condition is seen In the
allowance for grazing cost which is included by the board as am
integral part of the cost of raising wool. No progress can be made in
studying the tariff problem so long as this point of view is adhered to,
for the very basis of the argument assumes the continued recognition
of artificial values of capital and natural agents from the very moment
they are established through the imposition of an excessive duty.

TREATMENT OF IMPROVEMENTS,

The kind of error just discussed is also seen in the treatment by the
board of improvement and equipment. The board has ascertained the
value of improvements apart from that of the land and then allowed a
10 per ecent depreciation. It points out (p. 310% that many articles
of equipment depreciate rapidly on account of their nature or careless-
ness in their use and there is good reason to belleve that carelessness
has been of much importance in raising the cost of wool production in
the United States. ighly protected as the industry has been, pro-
ducers have not exercised the same moderation in investment nor have
they kept the industry upon the eareful business basis that foreign
countries have. This is borne out by the board's addenda on sheep
rarmingvm the various wool-raising sections of the country (pp. 545-
616 in Vol. I1). In the notes on sheep farming in the Western States
(pp. 593-608), conditions are indicated which show the industry
is not upon the same businesslike basis existing in foreign countries.
In many instances the business is not under the personal management
of the owner, and the result is a large advance in cost of production
because of the expensive methods of conducting the enterprise. The
same situation, probably in an aggravated form, is found in the more
eastern districts, where the raising of sheep is frequently a side issue
and no serious attention is given to carrying on wool raising upon a
well-organized fuotlnyi.

This means that the allowances made by the board for investment,
equipment, etc., do not afford a iood guide to the real eost of produc-
tion, inasmuch as they fail to show conclusively that such costs are
the lowest that can be secured. There was the same situation in the

aper industry where much of the cost of capital was due to the fact,
here clearly set forth, that the machinery employed in many mills
was obsolete in character and therefore cost much more to run than
did that in the more recently bullt mills. Canada's advantage over
ns was found to be in part due to the fact that as the indus was
more recent with her, nearly all of her mills had installed modern
machinery. Likewise the tariff has aranteed a home market for
wool, and practiea]!ty closed it to outside wool so long as any domestle
praduct could be offered in competition, so stimulating and confirming
wool raisers in careless and uneconomical methods o doing business,
whereas under more competitive conditions they would have cut their
costs at all points where reasonable savings could be made.

In this connection it is worth while to note that in Texas, New

Mexlco, and Colorado, where the industry is presumably upon a de-
cidedly commercial basis, the laborers required in carry(yng t on can
reasonable

he employed, according to the board {(p. 593}. “at v
rates,” the laborers tn:.ing largely Mexicans. In Californla, Mexicans
and Basques are largely employed, and in not a few other States for-
elgners are engaged In the work at low waﬁes.

The alleged higher cost of investment and equipment can not be ex-
plalnedel? a larger amount of capital needed on account of excessive
sums ti up in wage yments, but must be explained In the way
already indicated. The board makes something of a ?oint of the fact
that no allowance is made for interest on capital Invested. It is a fact,
however, that every other possible allowance is made for capital us
and, as‘thus indicated, is made at a high rate.

ERRONEOUS FIGURES ON MANUFACTURING.

The error of constantly regarding the tariff as a necessary factor In
cost Is found when the Industry studied from the manufacturing

standpolnt. There the tariff element is allowed to figure in connee-
tion with the cost of building and equipping a mill, which is found to
be very much higher in the United States than abroad, amounting prob-
ably to double the outlay necessary there for that purpose. The report
states (p. 705) that * a very important element in woolen and worsted
manufacture is the erection and equipping of the mills and the com-
grﬂtiv& cost in the United States and abroad.” It then furnishes de-

iled estimates of comparative costs, contrasting the United States and
Enﬁland. Differentiating between buildings, machinery, fire protection,
equipment of all kinds, etc, a woolen mill with 14 sets of cards is
found to cost in the United States $506,941 as against. $339,854 in
England, a higher cost In the United States, according to the board, of
about 49 per cent.

In the case of a worsted spinning mill the increased cost rises to 67
Eer cent and In case of a worsted weaving mill to 43 per cent. The
oard admits that the machinery needed, when landed on the wharf
in this country, will cost from 60 to 65 per cent more than in England
and that about 87 per cent of all machinery is imported. As the
machinery represented about one-third of the total cost of bullding
and equlpging the plant, this item alone accounts for much the greater
part of the additional expense of a fully equigped plant. The tariff
on machinery is thus allowed to figure as a fundamental proposition in
the cost of carrying on the industry; nor do we find au{ sugﬂaetion
or estimate as to how much would be saved to the business this
entirely unnecessary eclement of expense should be eliminated. The
fact that this element of cost, due to excessive outlays for fixed capital
caused by high-tariff dutles, Is cumulative and runs throughout the
estimates of the board can be realized by an examination of the
tables in the report. Although there is no explicit statement that
the cost of production is figured upon a basis which recognizes this
outlay as permanent, it Is plainly conveyed in the statement that
the higher cost in the Unlted Btates for machinery and buildings is a
“ yery important element " in the outlay called for.

LABOR COSTS.

the problem of labor costs In the United States and
elsewhere for the various products which are taken under considera-
tion, accuracy can be secured only by investigations covering a con-
giderable riod of time. The board, however, has cbtained either
costs, taking them from the books of the mills, for comparatively
short periods, or else estimated costs on samples, These methods of
working imply that it has not been positively known whether the
amount laid out for labor represents approximately a normal per-
centage of total cost. Very large variations in the costs of different
classes of products are found by the board. These are frankly ex-
plained on the ground that in some cases the mills were running full
time, while in others they were not.

Where they were not running full time, the labor cost was neces-
sarily a different percentage of the total than when the mills were
running full time. In the latter case a larger sum of money was
paid in wages and a larger number of units of product were manu-
factured than in the former, yet J)ractically the same sum in each
instance was expended in overhead charges, rent, interest, fixed ex-
penses, etc. Thus, the relation between overhead charges and labor cost
was materlally altered, and the percentage of labor cost to total out-

ut was necessarily made to appear different in the two cases. The

rd states that in order to meet this difficulty it adopted the plan of
assumting' that mills were running on full time with a normal total
output.

Sl;ch an assumption Is not necessarily correct, and leads to serious
errors which could be avoided ong bly securing costs over a normal
perlod of actual prodaction. In England. where the costs for tops,

arns, and cloths were obtained almost entirely b{wi.he sample method,
{t was, of course, impossible to know anything about the relation be-

Analyzin

tween the cost on a basis of full-time production and that on part-
time produection. On the assumption that mills were running on full
time the tendency is to 1 n the percentage of labor cost In the
product, provided the fizures extend over a period long enough to show
the actual relationship between labor cost, capital, and material cost.
That is to say, if costs were obtained from a mill ronning full tim(:l
other mills working only part time belng disregarded, labor cost woul
undoubtedly be shown as a relatively smaller allowance per unit of out-
put. Where, however, costs are fizured on the sample Dbasis, the as-
sumption that the mill ran more time than it actually did, necessarily
implies the payment of a larger sum in wages than is actually the case,
while outlays for fixed expenses remain the same in the one instance
as In the other. The abstract relationship between outlays for fixed
capital and outlays for labor, on a basis of full-time production, there-
fore, tends to increase very materially the percentage going to labor.

Thus asssume, for example, that a given sample of cloth is presented
to a mill making it, and the mill is asked to furnish costs relating to
the sample on the basis of a day's production. It may be assumed that
the capital cost or fixed charges of the plant for a year are represented
as 300, while labor costs are represented as 500, and raw materis! as
200, a total of 1,000 units of outlay. In this case labor outlny con-
stitutes one-half of the cost of operating the plant over a specified
period. Now, assume that these figures are obtained as result of ex-

rience, which shows that the mill is idle one-fifth of the time. If
?ﬁe mill ran fuoll time there would be a correspondlnf increase In ont-
lay for raw material and labor, but not for ecapital costs. Now, if
samples were used as a basis for cost analysis on a specified date, the
relative proportions of labor, raw material, and capital costs would be
different from those which would exist when a perlod of idleness was
involved. The labor cost would assume a much larger proportion of
the total expense than It would under the other eclrcumstances.
Throughout the board's figures there is an effort to give labor costs in
some detail and to make it appear that the differences In labor cost
between, say, England and the United States are an important reason
for differences in cost of production. Thus figures are frequently sub-
mitted to show the importance of labor cost and the fact that labor is
much more expensive per unit of product In this country than it is
in England or the Continent.

RAW-WOOL SCHEDULE.

In pre;;‘artn the figures showing cost of raw wool the board has
adopted the plan of ascertaining value of improvements and equipment,
depreciation, losses, expense of operation, and receipts. Then the re-
ceipts are neted from expenditures and the remaining balance Is
divided b¥ the number of ‘pounds of wool secured from the flock to
which the expenditure applied, the result belng a figure designated as
the net charge agalnst wool per pound. This is then taken as the basis
for estimating the competitive position of the woolgrower. It is evident
that anything which wounld alter the allowance for expenditures or the
receipts would mterla!l{ alter the ultimate figzure used as the net
charge agalnst wool. This calls, therefore, for a careful analysis of the
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sources of income and e ture with a view of ascertaining how far
different elements are of Eomace in connection with the conclusions
arrived at. Such an analysis shows that the chief items of receipts are
those from wool, and *“from other sources.,” A comparison of the
figures shows that in very many cases the receipts *“ from other sources ™
are much larger than those from wool. C uently, there is a much
larger opportunity in these instances for varying income

gh:_ltli:ges in Prices affecting other classes of products than changes af-
ecting wool.

For example, in Table 18 (p. 364), which gives the results of a study
of about 30,000 pounds of wool in the Obhio region, the total receipts
“ from other sources' were $11,326, against reeeipts from wool of
$0,850. This made a total of $18,185, of which more than 60 per cent
ecame “ from other sources.” Thus it is clear that slight chnn%les in the
price of mutton, alterations in freight rates, and the llke might funda-
mentally alter the net ¢ against wool at almost any time. In
other words, the showing of net cha made by the uoard, however
correct it may have been at the time it was computed, is not correct
for any other date, and is subject to medification and alteration of an
extensive character.

INVESTMENT IN FLOCKS.

Although the board gives the cost or net charge agalnst wool without
reference to the allowance for capital, or, as they express It, * interest
not included,” the amount of ecapital invested per head Is given in the
form of a series of estimates (pp. 315-325). These show wide varia-
tions In the amount of in\'eatmeng; and the rate of Income on capital is

red upon the hasis of the capital per head, as shown in the column
which has that caption. It is clear that the conclusions to be drawn
as to the percentage of remuneration mnow being received by the wool-
grower are based upon this statement as to the amount of capital in-
vested. This explains why the returns of the board show, in man
cases, 50 low a relative lack of income, or even a distinct loss whiel
is presented as a minus guantity in the column headed * Rate of in-
come,” and which seems proportionately great because of supposedly
large Investment.

The guestion of the ee of correctness of the figures concerning
the capital invested per head is, therefore, of considerable interest,
it a fair conclusion as to the degree of profitableness of the industry
is reached. The board states (p. 313) under the head of * Income on
investment,” that * the investment per head of sheep has been deter-
mined by dividing the total investment, exclusive of lands, by the
elze of the flock. The investment in land has been excluded because
of its widely significance in different sections and even amo

owners of the same seection.” To this is added a statement tha
“jn the western United States the prevailing rate of interest varies
from B per cent to 10 per cent; in Australin m 4 per cent to 6 per
cent, and in South America from 5 per cent to 6 per cent’’ This is an
apparent effort to show that the cost of getting capital in the United
States Is higher than either In Australia or South America.

An important feature of the discussion is the fact that the walu-
ations assigned to the capital invested are, in many cases, necessarily
estimates, based u the worth of certain elements of capital, as
valued from the s point of earning power. The large Investment
of capltal in the shee% indus is, therefore, more or less the resull
of estgmata or imagination. It is dependent upon the return that could
be realized by the use of the capital su to be employed there
if it were to be turned Into some other channel. Very little attention
need be given, therefore, to the question of the rate of return on ecapital
invested In the sheep industry, particularly as the figures given by
the board show a variation from losses of 25 per cent to profits running
as high as 35 and 40 per cent,

ANALYSIS OF EXPENSES.

The expense of ralsing wool is flgured under different groupings
already suggested, mdncﬁng miscellanenos costs and costs of labor,
forage, shearing, and selling. A study of the tables (pp. 315-332) Indi-
cates that expenditures for labor were in many cases a very small
percentage of the total outlay, while expenditures for torngie. although
sometimes greater than those for labor, were also a relatively small
gercentage. Thus, a summarization of Table IIT (T' 318) showed for
07,775 sh.aa?. ytz!dl.u.% 5,459,088 s of wool, a laber cost of
$4904,498, a forage cost of $311,731, and a miscellaneous expense of
$754,784, or a total se of $1,561,013. This shows that about
one-half of the expendl figured in the ralsing of wool are not
specified for the several flocks reported, but are grouped as miscella-
neous. Such a condition is foun nerally throughout the tables of
the report. That being the case, it is not possible to form an accurate
fdea of the methods employed In seeuring the resuits, since it is not
practicable to determine how the misce eous expenses have been
made up, or how far the items included are correctly eomputed in the
varions cases studied. The danger In the situation Is seen when the
board attempts to work out the net credit to or the met charge against

So wide a discrepancy would be obtained by changes In the fo
figures, designed to adjust the cost to fnmﬁng ces on the farm, and to
market prices, that the board feels constrained to present two series of
estimates, one showing the net chux}e agalnst wool on the basis of the
market price of grain and hay, and the other the net charge against
wool when the grain and hay used have been taken at the average cost
of production of such grain and hay. The theory In the first case is
thag. slnece the farmer could sell his grain and hay at the market price,
he should be allowed such market price when he used them in his
raising enterprises—a theory which was aceepted by the board in con-
nection with the wood-pulp and paper inguiry. The other view Is that
the charge for grain and hay should be on the basls of average cost, in-
asmuch as the cost of rais sheep Is a continuous process, and the
grain and hay oeed on the farm are merely items in that process,
and t or might not have been sold at the actual market price. .

The fact is that not all farmers either buy or raise the whole of the
forage they need, but they boy some and raise some, so that the ques-
tion of actual cost of these items in the production of sheep can not be
correctly measured on elther basis. Nor can it be correctly ascertained
by averaging the two, since there is no basis for arriving at such an
average. It must be concluded, therefore, that the fizures of the board
leave the inguirer uninformed as to the goroper basis of charge a%alnst
wool for cost of production, since they not establish any basis for
figuring the artuni] cost of production in such a”way as to bear analysis.
This alone indicates that the presentations made by the board can not
be regavded with confidence. at the beard has taken the net cha

against wool as established on the basis of cost of production of

and hay does not necessarily show that the eost of production has n
underestimated, sionce it is not known how the ecost of production of
such grain and hay was established. So far as can be ascertained, the

-

board throws no lght u the plan followed in computing this result.
’rh.? only tion a.ﬂ!med on this point is as follows:
The ue of the harvested crops fed to the sh
tways. ®* * = B
by most farmers the sheep are clmrFed with the market valoe of the
crops as reg;mthg the price which th would' have brought the
owner had sold them and which he would have had to pay had he
them. Probably most of these flock ownara:i how-
ever, w such harvested crops as they feed to their sheep, and since
the owance of the market price may involve either a profit or a loss
on their produetion it is deemed fairer to use the nctual cost of growing
the hay and grain In order to eliminate intermediate profits or losses.
By this method the sheep are ch only with the cost of raising these
crﬁ:‘ps In the loecality concerned during the year under consideration.
This was determined by an investigation by the Burean of Statistics of
the United States Department of riculture, and the figures so com-
piled are used in the subjoined tabulations.”

Unfortunately it is not possible to judge of the accuracy of the sta-
tistics given by the boa without owing the method pursued in
estimating cost of production. No data are furnished in this
connection.

If, however, it be true that the board has obtained the correct cost
of producing hay and
(if market prices are correctly stated). Computing the expense of wool
production at the market price of hay and grain, 37,734 pounds of wool
given in Table 13 (p. 357) would average 58 cents per pound, while
computing it at the average cost of production of grain and hay it was
found to be 40 cents per l;;o:.mr.i. This would be a difference in the net
charge of 45 per cent. a shift from cost of production to market

rice, or vice versa, which affects expenses covering only one-fifth of the
otal outlay, could produce so great an alteratiom as this in the costs, a
presumption of serious doubt is raised as to the accuracy of the figures,

FAILURE TO SEPARATE WOOL COSTS. .

It has already been noted that the board has not definitely sc%amted
wool costs from the other costs involved in sheep raising. his is
frankly admitted by the board in connection with the figures supplied as
to the net charge nst weol. It is stated (p. 313) that “ we have
considered wool as the chief product and the receipts from mutton are
offset agninst costs.” Again ?p. 313), “ The receipts from wool, minus
the net charge against or plus the net credit to a pound of wool, con-
stitute the net income of the business; and the ?;mntage which this
sum bears to the capiital invested is the rate of income on the invest-
ment.” It is clear from this that any cause which changes the sellin
price of mutton necessarily changes everything that has been sta
with respect to the cost of wool, which is thus made dependent not upon
actual money eosts but upon the market prices realized for an entirely
distinet commodity which Is: necessarily raised im connection with the
wool, the cost of which is in question. The analysis made by the board
in this connection implies two distinct features of the situation which
should be considered in ascertaining the meaning of its figures. (1)
The board’s study shows that numerous changes are occurring in the
United States in regard to the demand for mutton and the price re-
ceived for it, and these indicate that sheep owners who are disposed to
raise the mutton m‘ﬁmmp can convert their Industry into a much
u:lora profitable umn g than those who insist upon raising merina
sheep.

This is indieated by the fact that the crossbred sheep, returns for
which were studied in the Middle West and Southwest, were found to
pa{n the cost of the support and management of the flock before any-
thing had been raal.lud from wool, so that the Income from wool was
elear gain to the farmer. There is nothing to suggest that the same
type of sheet? ralsing should not be introduced in Ohlo with a conse-
quent reduction in the cost of ptodugln%hwwl. (2) The changes, ac-
cording to the board. which are taking Eh ce in the price of mutton im
forelgn countries will inevitably alter the conditions examined there,
determining the costs of producing wool. As the board states (p. 343),
“ihe decline In~the profits of wool production has, however, ac-
companied by an increase in the demand for mutton, resulting from the
fact that the prodnction of pork and beef has not Kept pace with the

wth of gopulstion. And at the same time the development of re-

;m:-m:ft%1 acilities has made it possible for the flock owners of coun-
tries which, like Australia and South America, are far from the centers
of population, to market their mutton.” Again the board states {p.
346), “ In Australia the receipts from mutton constitute a much smaller
gnmforﬁon of the receipts from other sources. This is partly due to the

ct that the great sheep runs of the interior are unfavorably situated
as regards marketing, but in a larger measure to the fact that these
growers place greater emphasis on production of wogl than on that
of mutton and run their flocks accordingly.”

Finally, the board says that—

“ Should the industry cease to expand, the receipts from ether sources
would be very serlously reduced and the loss could be repaired only
developing the mutton side of the induostry, which would invelve modi-
fleations of the floeck and the finding of a market.”

It would appear, then, that In the United States there is a much
better pesition for an increased ineome from the flock through sales of
mutton than there is im Australia, and what is true of Australia is also
true of SBouth America. A western farmer in the United States is ad-
vantageously placed for sending his sheoaﬁ1 to market; and for raising
the mutton type of sheep, at least in certain portions of the wool region.
The Australian producer of the Interlor i{s not only not \rer{ well situ-
ated for the purpose of getting his mutton to market, but he also has
to Dbear the heavier expense of refrigeratio. In addition, the mutton
of the United States Is protected by substantial tariff dutles, against
which the forelgn grower, if he wishes to sell in the United States,
must com‘peta;

The Inference is apparent that from the increase In 31‘[&3 paid for
mutton the sheep Industry of the United States will tend In the future
to rely more more on this element of income and less and less on
that which comes from the sale of wool.

It is worth while to note that in the western, or “ Territory ™ weol
region, the States which show a wery high cost of production or net
charge against wool are these in which the mutton type of sheep has
been relatively little developed. The board’s figures indicating cost of
production or net against wool ([1. 331) show that the highest
costs in the Territory reglon are those in Idaho, Wyoming, and Mon-
tana. The board’s analysis of the eomposiiion of the flock (p. 348)
ghows that in Wyoming among the rams of the flocks 63 per cent were
of the merino type and 87 per cent of the mutton type, while among
the ewes 00 per cent were of the merino type and 10 per cen{ of the
mutton tyge. In Montana 42 per cent of the rams were of the merino
type and 58 per cent of the mutton type, while 55 per cent of ewes

. were of the merino type and 45 per cent of the mutton type.

grain, the profits in farming must be very large,
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lowest cost of production reported b{hthe board in this region was that
for the State of Washington, where the wool was practically clear gain.
In that SBtate 82 per cent of the rams were of the mutton type and 18
per cent of the merino, while all of the ewes were of the merino type.
As stated by the board:

“The importance of the merino blood in the three great wool-produc-
ing States of Australia is Indicated by the following pemntages:

" In New South Wales about 85 per cent of the rams and 90 per cent
of the ewes are pure merinos. Of the remaining sheep, while some are
gure-breﬁ sheep of the mutton t{pe. by far the larger part are cross-

red with a merino foundation. In Victoria, which i{s the chief mutton-
producing district of Australia, 84 per cent of all the sheep are either
ure merinos or crossbreds with a merino foundatlon, and in Queens-
and 96 per cent of the sheep are pure merinos.”

Summing up, the board finds it impossible to separate costs of wool
from costs of mutton, so that no positive conclusions can be drawn
with reference to the future development of costs, unless both are con-
sldered in their relation to each other. Consldered In that way, the
net chl;l&ge against wool in the future, if fizured on the same basls as
emplo by the board, will be largely influenced by the showing made
regarding mutton, consequently it is reasonable to expect an increase
in advantage for the western United States over the more distant coun-
ggﬁs l?’o which the exportation of fresh meat Is more costly and

cn
CRITICISM OF TOP STUDY.

The data for cost of tops were obtained by the board through the
use of a form, “ Schedule 2, Top making,” the appropriate part of
which is found on pages 631-632. On this form returns were sought
regarding raw wool and other stock used, etc., ¥r1ce per pound, total
cost of stock, and cost per pound of tops. Credit for nolls and wastes
is then given, and a provision is made for a net total. In the second

rt of the schedule space is given for data on sorting, blending, scour-
ng, carding, combing, dyeing, and general expense. is gives the total
conversion cost, and added to the cost of stock gives total manufactur-
ing cost. Pounds of material entering into each process, productive or
direct labor used, nonproductive or indirect labor used, department ma-
terials used, total cost, and cost per pound of tops are shown for the
items in the second part of the schedule. In assembling the data from
the various schedules the board finds the first difficulty that the data
it obtains are not comparable, It notes that the term * top maker'
may be used in two ways, the one applying it to a merchant who pur-
chases raw wool and sells tops to worsted spinners. He may have a
plant of his own for combing the wool or have the combing done on
commission.

The second definition I'Eﬁlrds the top maker as a manufacturer who
makes tops as an intermediate process the manufacture of yarns and
woolens. The difference in the two instances is that in one there may
be a profit for an independent operator, while in the other there may be
n loss. Another element of dlﬂ‘icul‘t}‘y in the comparison Is that “in
foreign countries wool combing is done very largely on commission,
and there are great establishments whose sole business is the turnin
of the wool for their customers into tops and noils for a given fix
charge.,” This is done only to a limited extent in this country, the
more general practice being to make the tops in the woolen mill itself
(p. G40). Admitting the attending difficulties, the board says that
“ there are certain costs which inhere in the one method and not In
the other™ (p. 640), while * the commission rate for combing would
under normal conditions cover not only interest on the 61:»1111:1t, but what-
ever profit comber is able to make besides” (p. 640). Moreover,
the board has found difficulty due to the fact that the cost of manufac-
ture differs materially with the character of the wool. Finer wools re-
quire more careful treatment in scouring and also a slower speed of the
machinery, thereby reducing the ountput and increasing the cost per
unit. It 1s, therefore, as the board admits, * difficult to tabulate figures
giving an nvem?e which can be taken as representative, since the varia-
tion in the gnalities of tops made is so great.”

A third difficulty is found in the fact that the proportion of tops and
nolls secured from the process differs considerably per pound of tops.
Charges for commission combing in England differentiate the charges
according to these relative percentages, the charge Increasing as the
proportion of noils Increases. Again, diffiecnlty is found in getting at
costs as o result of the difference in output. In one mill the avera
cost for all tops (covering a six-month period) was 4.28 cents per pound,
while for another six-month period in the same mill the average cost
was 9.87 cents per pound. This difference was due to the fact that
during the first period the output was three and one-half times greater
than in the latter period, when a part of the machinery was idle and
the fixed and overhead charges continued the same. he board has
therefore attempted to estimate the costs so far as possible on a basls
of runni full time; but this must be erroncous in many instances,

articularly so when the attempt is made to Institute comparisons

tween conditions in different countries. Although the board presents
{(p. 642) a serles of actual returns showing the cost of producing iops
in this country during successive perlods at given mills, it does not
apparently accept this statement as representative or final. On the
contrary, it states that in taking the actual figures on a large ontput It
is lmpossl(ble stf') ;:epnrate labor costs according to the exact quality of
the tops (p. 2). = .

On gaxe 643 is given a table showing the cost of making n very fine
quality of tops, and on page 644 is given the cost of combing in a conti-
nental plant running on fine Australlan merinos and South American
crossbreds. Afparently. then, the returns in this plant should have
been comparable with those in the American plant or plants represented
on page 643. In the latter table the cost of converting choicest Aus-
tralinn wool into tops was $0.0732 per pound, while in the continenlal
plant the highest cost of combing was set down as $0.04459. In spite
of this relationship the general conclusion is reached that * the cost of
making tops in the United States is about 80 ;‘)er cent greater than
nbron&" notwithstanding that the bulk of the tops discussed by the
board are of the finer quality which cost only 55 to 65 per cent less to
produce in England than here, the lower grades of tops being entirely
excluded under the present prohibitive tariff, so that no basis of com-
parison can be obtained. The general criticism upon the top study,
therefore, must be (1) Its lack of reduction to a comparable basis;
(2) its failure to get standard costs on standard qualities in the
United States, or to show the cost of converting an actual sample of
Australian wool, or other wool, into tops’in England and in the United
Btates. The figures on tops are, in a very high degree, variable and
conjectural, being at best little more than an approximation to the
facfs, and practically admitted to be such by the board.

The fact that in not a few instances a varlation of as much as 100

t cent in the production eosts is noted, not only for a definite article
P: a definite place but at two different periods of time, should make it
impossible to accept any of the figures given by the board for cost of

production of tops as at all definite or final. There is consequently no
statement about the cost of making tops that can not be paralleled by
another statement from the re}wrt in sup}mrt of an entirely different
cost and entirely different conditions of doing the work.

INCONSISTENCY BETWEEN COSTS AND PRICES OF TOPS.

In addition to the statistical dificulties which arlse because of the
top costs furnished by the board, ground is afforded for doubt rezarding
the cost res by observing quotations of prices given by the board in
Volume I (p. 106). The board states that * there are no regular quota-

ons of top prices in the United States™ (p. 105) ; and then gives
En%llsh quotations (p. 108&‘ These quotations Presumab!y afford a
basis for figuring corresponding values in the United States with due

allowance for duty. The gquotations given for tops of specified quality
are shown in the following table.

Quotations in England for tops.

[From the report of the Bradford Chamber of Commerce, published by
Tariff Board, p. 106.]

19111

Quality. 1908 10809 1910 January—
}SMmber).

Cents per | Cents per | Cents per | Cents per

pound. nd. ound. nd.

by iy e PSR T A e P ) 14.7-24.8 5-25.4 8-27.9 24.8-27.4
Thirty-sixes..... 25.9-28.9 25.4-28.4
Forties........ 4-30. 25.4-20.4
Forty-sixes.. 5-35. 28.4-32.4
Fifties 33.5-38.5

zEEESHS
FEE
8
L

42.6-48.7

7-58. 40.7-54.2
8-59.8 50. 7-55.8
57.8-62.9 51.7-57.8
. 8-64. 56.8-61.8

1 Quotations for 1911 from the Wool Record. In each case they are
for " colonial tops." Thirty-twos, thirty-sixes, fortles, and forty-sixes
were * prepared " tops.

From this it is seen that the cost of number 32's runs as low as 25
cents per pound, the designation of the tops as * 82's, 40's, ete.,” indi-
cating the count of yarn to which it would spin if worked up. While
the board observes t “no hard and fast table of equivalents can be
made of the English and American terminology for top (and yarn) guall-
ties,” it says that 64's to 70's may be taken as the equivalent of fine
tops In the United States. In 1911 the é:rices for these qualities, as
glven above, ran from 50.7 cents to 57.8 cents at Bradford, and with
ree wool it might be assumed that the cost in the United States would
be the same Elus the difference in cost of production between the two
countries, This, however, would not appear to be the case, as shown
EY :-hﬁgdy gf prices of raw wool and cost of making tops, as furnished
¥ the board.

It would seem that the prices in England are considerably higher than
indicated by the board's study of wool and tops. If, for example, it be
assumed t scou wool is worth 50 cents a pound, it would appear
that the cost in England must be at least 54 cents for this grade and
could fall below that onI{h through declines in the price of raw wool
sufficient to make up for the difference. Inasmuch as the figures given
by the board vary considerably from this price level, the duty required
on tops of a given grade can not be considered at all stable or fixed,
since the percentage relafion 1s llkely to be thrown out of adjustment
by changes in the walue of wool. oreover, there is no exact table of
;a:?nlvalenls between English and American top and yarn qualities.

ence the comparative cost figures given by the board for tops can in
themselves be only approximate, As the board says (p. 10[35, “ ool
varles g0 widely in guality, both with the lr.N::lllt{I where produced and
with the breed and condition of the sheep on which grown, that any
comparisons of qualities must be approximations.” As a matter of fact,
the quotations given in table 1 for such yarns as 32's at Bradford are
so low as to be far below the average price of raw wool in the United
States, Independent of the cost of manufacture into tops. Yet the board
furnishes data on the relative cost of production of No. 32 yarns from
tops, apparently assuming that there i8 a competitive basis upon which
comparisons may be made between the two countries.

STATISTICAL CRITICISM OF YARN MANUFACTURE,

The Tariff Board notes that the Investigation into the cost of worsted
yarns involves the securing of the actual book figures from mills for a
given period of time showing the total quantity of yarn produced, the
variety of counts, the average count, and the total expenditures for the
same period. These expenditures were analyzed in order to put the dif-
ferent mills on a comparative basis as to overhead charges. The board
also obtained the use of tables employed by worsted spinners relating to
the cost of making different counts of yarn, and finally estimates were
secured on the cost of making certain qualities of yarn. There seems
to be no reason for doubting the responsibility of these figures under
the conditions that are described. The board, however, admits that it
is beyond possibility to get figures on a uniform basis. It says that “a
mill running full time or overtime can produce much more cheaply than
a mill running half time, * * * a mill making worsted yarns in
the gray is able to work more cheaplg than when yarn is made from
ﬂyedE tops.” In order to overcome the first of these difficulties, the
board assumes that all costs are to be figured on the basis of full nor-
mal output. -

This gives a basis of comparison which does not overcome the diffi-
cultz that fizures vary widely for other reasons, notable among which
is the fact that mills do not work on the same qualities of tops and
yarn. ‘The adoption of full normal output as a basis of comparison,
therefore, does not help materially, since no allowance is made for
variations in the proportions of different classes of yarn manufactured.
The board admits this, stating (]p. 646) that * variations are found to
appear not only according to variations in actual output due to gensral
business fluctuations, but also accordlng as a mill is producing just
those yarns for which it is especially equipped.”

If the market demand of the moment requires the production of either
higher or lower counts, the costs on these will be correspondingly in-
creased. Moreover, the fact that the cost of making a_given count of
yarn varles with the quality of wool from which it is made, and with the
welght of the mﬂnF. renders the matter of comparison difficult. All
these points are fully acknowledged by the board (pp. 646, 647) as
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injuring the comparative basis of its computations, There is no mmn{
to believe that the figures obtained by the board, or the figures tha
could be obtalned by any similar organization, would show conditions
on a comparable basis, either between mills in different parts of the
United States or between mills here and mills abroad. ey must be
taken as being simply representative of costs under the particular con-
ditions that 1:;?“& to prevail at the time when the board made its
investigations. rthermore, It was not possible for the board to obtain
comparable figures in England. for the reason that the Interest charge
was included in the English figures, but not included in the American.
An allowance was subsequently made for this difference, but it does not
a?pear to have been sufficlent to cover the whole varia in the basis
of the estimate.
INCOMPLETE TARN COSTS.

The inquiry was not sufficlently extensive from the statistical point
of view to furnish an adeguate analysis of the cost of producing dif-
ferent yarns. On page 648 are given for costs 10 erent
kinds of two-ply yarns 28's, 32's, %,%h 's, 40's, 42's, 44's, 40's 48's,
and 060’s. None of the coarser or of the finer yarns are given. When
figurea for England are given the“y are not obtained on a comparable
basis, but relate onlf to tl\m-];t'lsr 24'g, 28's, 52’8, 36's, 40's, and 50's, as
shown In the following table:

Comparative conversion cost of making certain counts of worsted yarn
Trom tops.

[Tariff Board Report, p. 650.]

England.
United
Btates— For com-
Excluding mission
Ply and eount of yarn. interest. | Imeluding | work, in-

INCONSISTENCY BRETWEEN YARN COSTS AND PRICES.
In volume 1 of the board’s report is given the following table In
which is presented quotations in England for worsted and hair yarns:
Quotations in England for worsted and hair yarns.

[From report of Bradford Chamber of Commerce and the Wool Record,
published by the Tarif Board, p. 114.]
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This shows that worsted yarns, 2/32's, were, in January, 1911, quoted
at from 87 to 48.6 cents Lr ﬁolt;nd. or an average of about 40 cents per
o

P page 648 of the board's report the cost of con-
verting tops into 2/32's is tﬁlven 88 14.48 cents per pound. As the
mportstnes.ongagleeﬁo at the costs of turning tops into yarn Is
about twice in the United States what It is in England, the cost of making
this kind of yarn in England should have been about 7.24 cents. This
would make the cost of the yarn materlal, on a basis of 40 cents per

yarn.) t
pound of
yarn.)
10.86 5.6 6.6
12.62 6.6 7.8
14.48 8.1 9.1
16.61 9.6 10.1
17.99 10.6 12.2
24.67 13.7 15.2

It shonld be noted that in this table the costs of conversion per
pound of yarn of certain grades enumerated are in ome or two in-
stances gquoted at cost rates, which are not the same as those com-

uted in the detnil table on page 648. The figures in Table 2 appear
o show a cost in the United States which is almost double that in
England, notwithstanding that interest was included in the English
coa%s and not in those of the United States. There Is no statement
as to whether the comparison is based upon mills which are g
full time in both countries, nor is there any specification as to the
character of the wool used in each case. The figures given, therefore,
for the cost of eonverting' tops Into yarn aze la.x'%elly not comparable
as admitted by the board, and are so not only from the atnndpoin{
of lity of yarn used, but apparently also from the stand‘foiut t
mnﬁ?ﬁous of production, full time or part time operation, and others,
In the few cases where material is given for the manufacture of yarn
of one single count from different gndes of wool no comparative figures
are furnished to show English and other f costs.

Thus on page 647 is given a table intended to illustrate variations
due to changes in the guality of the material and the twist per inch.
In those cases where a single quality of yarn—two-ply 80's—was being
produced from half-blood wool, it a&pears that the total expense per

und was about 0.099 cent, while making the same ply and count

m quarter-blood wool the cost was about 0.114 cent per ?ound. In
the first case the 1yarn was No. 13 and in the latter case 1t was No,
14, Thus was indicated a difference of 0.015 cent, or about 13 per cent
of the higher cost involved in making the yarn from guarter-blood wool.
It is clear that a variation of 13 per cent in the cost of nmkinf yarns
according to the wool from which they were spun, is one tha should
be allowed for in figuring the difference in cost between the United
States and England in the later tables prepared for that purpose.
Nothing of the sort has done there, however, but the assumption
throughout these tables is that in each case the manufacturing opera-
tion gﬂﬂ been ecarried on with the same class of wool or tops as was
employed in the compe country. This failure to put the two coun-
tries u?on a comparative basils wonld alone be sufficient to impalr very
seriously the bas]n of estimate,

There is further reason to question the validity of the figures obtained
in England, because the data there were obtained on a basis of
samples. As the board says (p. 650) “fignres of cost were secured in
ll:.‘:gfmd from varlons manufacturers on actual samples.” After they

thus been obtained on the basis of samples (of yarns) the returns
were averaged, and the figures given * nt the aver of these
various caleulations.” As seen in the United States study, avemg
firures of this kind, even when based dn on full data for the mills
which they relate, are necessarily unsdtisfactory, because they do not
ghow, and probably can not be made to show, the cost of production
carried on under similar conditions. Still less could there be this
degree of com[;amblt:ty when the figures were made up from samples,
as the furnish of cost data on such a basls would be largely conjee-
taral, nor could be known how far English manufacturers were reck-
oning upon the same fullness of operation, uniformlity of processes, and
general similarity of conditions, found by the its American
study to be essentlal to any accurate Investigation of the cost figures
for comparative use,

It does not seem, therefore, that the yarn figures furnished by the
board are lkely to necessarily representative of the actual manufac-
turing conditions in American mills for very _conslderable produnec-
tion, or for any verﬁ considerable period of time. When it Is considered
that there was still less uniformity and inclusivenmess of Information
in the Enfl.lsh inquiry, the conclusion must be drawn that the analysis,

rticularly in its com tive features with reference to yarn costs,
I':u been guite unsatisfactory.

P , 82,76 cents per pound. This would be far below the averngn
murgd wool price of Australian wool or fine wool of any kind. The

rd's data are admittedly given with reference to medium and high
medinm grades, employed in the making of cloths. The yarns from
2/28's to 2/60's cited on G648 are given as * medlum and high me-
dium worsted yarns,” and on page 113 It is stated that * 30's to 40's
are comparatively coarse yarns, while 40's to 56's are medinm."”

The difference in the J:rice quotations as com{:nared with figures for
cost and the apparent discrepancies in nomenclature raise doubts as
to the accuracy of the board's rtlfures on one or both of these sets of
returns. It appears, therefore, that the figures furnished by the board
for yarns are not substantlated by the yarn prices cited In the first
volume of report. Thus, for example, on pagg 648, the cost of
converting 2/60's from tops Into yarn is given as about 82 cents, while
the mean quotation of these yarns in England averaged about 80 cents
in 1911, oeting 18 cents, the cost of conversion in England, as
indicated by the board, there would be left 64 cents as the cost of the
tops actuna g entering into a pound of yarn. This eost would ng?gfl
to considerably more a pound of tops, because of the waste w
has alrealy been noted. Yet the quotation for ths glyen as * 60's,
guper,” Is statéd on .‘Paga 106 as ranging from 49.7 to 54.2 cents, the
mean being about BZ cents—12 cents less than the cost of the topas
entering into a pound of yarn, If the board Is rlﬁht in saying the
shrinkage In converting tops into yarn amounts to 4.5 per cent (credit
belng allowed for wastes recovered), the shrinkage on a pound of

t%ps for conversion into No. 60 yarn would not be more than 3 cents
a

most, iIn which case the tops, plus cost of shrinkage, would be 55
cents Instead of 64, the figure o‘hgn.lned by taking the quotations for
yarns and snbtrnct‘fng conversion costs in order to work out the ma-
terial value entering into the product. It might be assumed that,
whereas the béard’s figure for conversian iz a cost figure, the prices
taken from BEnglish quotations are selling rates In the market and can
not be exactly compared. This objection has little validity, because of
the fact that the analysis just made is based on prices for yarns and

rices for tops, and the allowance for proflt must be about the same in

th cases, so that the difference may be estimated on the basis of
approximafely the difference in cost.

Yarn guotati and conversion cost for worsted yarns.
[Cents per pound. Tariff Board Report, pp. 114, 648, and 650.]

B m&s J 5
ord, Janu- | Diffar-
nry—&ovem’her,mu. ence be-

Conversion.

Two-ply worsted yarn (count).

Tops. | Yarn. | Yoo g;igf England.

40.3 14.2 14.48 .24
49.2 21.8 17.98 8.99
788 ).ccizinen 23.35 1168
. 27.6 3181 15.091

In Table 4 is glven a column showing the quotation rurnishadﬁ
the board for yarns of various counts from 32's to 60's. From
is deduced a column of dlfferences showing the amount that was added
to a pound of tops of a given description by converting it Into yarn.
It is seen that in case of 32's, the average price was 26.1 cents for the
to while for the yarn it was 40.3 cents. This seems to indicate a
erence of 14.2 cents as the amoximate cost of converting the t?ﬁs
into yarn. In Table 2, which Is en from the board’s report (p. 650),
the cost of converting tops into yarn Is given as 8.1 cents, or for
commission work, 9.1 cents, as against the 14.2 cents, deduced from the
actual quotations. It is Interest to observe that the cost figure for
the United Btates on this same yarn (Table 2) was 1448 cents per
pound, or not far from the cost in England, indicated by the difference
of comparative prices. It might be ass ere again t the board's
cost figures are for cost and mot for price, but that objection does not
apply to the charge for commission work, which in this case Is given as
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9.1 cents per pound, while, moreover, all of the English figures are givcn'
“ Ineluding fnterest,” so that they ought to correspond with the highest
market cha connt. On the

for yarns of that partienlar &lg and
whole, therefore, it would seem to be an Inevitable conclusion that the
figures furnished by the board for yarn prices do not correspond to or
substantiate those which It has furnished for yarn cost.

CRITICISM OF CLOTH DATA,

The criticisms made with reference to yarns and tops become much
more serious when attention is directed to the cloth-manufacturing
analysis of the board. The board not only concedes the Impossibility
of securing data as to the comParative costs by processes of making
fabries, but also the extreme difficulty of il comparative figures
even on fabrics. This is because (cl.’ti G “ there are no absolute

in the cloth trade, and each mill turns out a great varlety
of different fabries.” Moreover, it was not ble to get mills
abroad to give costs on the same basis as in the United States, because
they do mot keep their books upon the same plan. ere-
fore, that the board almost wholly dismisses the cost method of
analysis when It comes to fabric costs. Instead it submits samples of
given fabrics to the mills and permits them to give estimates on the
cost of making these fabrics, based upon experience with similar o];)ern-
tions, but largely conjeetural, because in many instances, probably in
the majority, the mills had never devoted themselves to manufacturing
the parti kind of cloth on which they were asked to furnish cost
estimates. As speclal reasons for distru the flgures supplied
through this sample Inquiry, therefore, may be mentloned the following:

1. The question of uniformity and amount of output is fully as im-

rtant in connection with the manufacture of cloth as in yarns and

, yet the method pursued makes no allowance whatever for such
digserenm, and necessarily muldd not do so subject to the conditions
under which the inquiry was condueted.

9 There is no indicatlon as to the origin of the wool used in the
various fabrics and whether it was imported into the United States or
whether it was the product of dome sheep and was worked up at
prevalling prices without the payment of duty.

3. There conrlgdbe no mertaf lnmeu]t a{h the ex:mt gft gggg os;}lctr‘v)r::
to interven ors; as, for example, the gran "
yarns, etc.,% rsons who supplied these intermediate products to the
mills that made the cloth, as compared with the conditions prevailing
E pi]antfs whic}: made their own tops, yarns, ete., and then used them

cloth manufacture,

4, In many cases it was found that different methods of production
were followed In the United States and abroad, the goods being differ-
ently dyed In the countries com and a different number of looms
operated in some instances in forelgn countries as compared with the
number ted by the employee in American mills,

'I'hese factors alone wo render the data obtained untrustworthy,
becanse they would indicate that it was Impossible to obtain figures
upon a dai lnctlgo comparable basis. In the absence of such a com-
parative basig, about all that could De said for the ﬁiures as to cloth
costs at the best would be that they represenied probable costs of mak-

the cloths under varying conditions in American and Enmtpenn
mills, these varying condit ineluding differences in character of ma-
chinery. and thereof ; amount of work done In the mills as com-
red with to capacity ; character of raw material used; and source

m which intermediate produeis, such as tops, yarms, and the like,
were obtained. Even If, therefore, it should be admlitted that the
board's figures for tops and yarns obtained by the method of aggregate
returns were trustwerthy, it could not be admitted that the figures for
cloths were similarly trustworthy, and least of all could it be conceded
that these figzures were in position to be compared with those of the
earlier products obtained by the other meth referred to. This 1;11'0-
duces a separation between that part of the board’s report which has
to do with the earller produets and that part of the report which deals
with cloth. There is no foundation, either actual or professed, for con-
sldering the fizures given as furnishing a complete analysis from to
up to cloth, becanse of the entire change of method employed in the
study of cloth costs.

EXTEST OF COST INQUIRY IN WOOLENS.

One of the principal questions to be considered in connection with the
manufacturing investigation of the board is the extent and reliabflity
of the inquiry. The board opens its statement with the assertion that
“in the course of the wool and worsted inguiry, agents of the board
visited 188 different mills,” and that of these 174 furnished verified
information. These mills are considered to be * representative of the
industry in this country,” beeause they include practically two-thirds
of its productive capacity and employ 64 per cent of the total number
of persons engaged in the business,

The assertion that an inclusive inquiry has been made shounld be
subjected to very careful serutiny. In spite of the large number of
mills visited, the board coneedes its inability to secure general returns
with respect to cloth. It notes that there is no possibility of discunssin
the cost of cloth in gemeral because of the great vn.riet{ of differen
fabrics, which renders such an Investigation in general terms absurd.
It then takes up (p. 626) the guestion whether or not results could be
obtained by a study of processes, but it finds that this is practicable
only with a certain few.

A statement of costs obtained by this method, says the board,
“ would be utterly meaningless ™ as applied to cloth, and * the same
is true of worsted yarns.” Only by a process of prorating various
charges can nnythinsf] satisfactory be obtained inm yarn. In regard to
clotks, even this method was found to be impossible, and therefore the
board was driven to the ascertainment of costs of cloths by submitting
samples to manufacturers and obtaining from them cost statements
relating to these particular samples, It is evident that this sample
method is entirely different in prineiple from any of the methods sug-
gested by the board for the ascertainment of costs in the more ele-
mentary processes of top and yarn making and others related thereto.
What the board has to say abount the cost of mangfacturing wool into

roducts of wvarious kinds may, erefore, discussed under two

ends—the one the reliability of the sample method of analysis, the
other the satisfactory or unsatisfactory character of the study made
of the more elementary processes.

STUDY OF SAMPLES.
attention first to the guestion of samplesi
the board divides its samples annlisls into two different groups of
results. The first deals with American and forelgn costs on fabrics
made in the United States; the second deals with foreign-made goods
of the kind imported. In the first groups analysis is made of 55 -dif-
ferent items, data as to each of which were tained from American
and English mills, while in some cases further information was had as
to Freneh and German mills, In the second group 14 samples are
analyzed for costs. -

Turnin it is found that

It is clear that in this analysis the factors to be taken Into account
are (1) how many mills were consulted with reference to the cost of
these samples; ({ zm‘how representative were these mills? On these
points the boar ows no light whatever. It states that, after a
schedule had been prepared for the analysis of costs, *“ our agents then
visited the mills with specific samples and worked out with the lpruper
ghme;u?e :ehe cost under each separate process. In practically all cases

e s 'ven co:huplete access t% thedbttmks in oritigr to Im b ?rht:g
particular ¢l were made and to satisfy themselves tha
estimated costs entugg:u‘e based on the actual costs at the mill. By

this detailed analysis by processes
actual costs as the mill itself was able to
forelgn cost “ the method adopted * *
in thls country.”

The citations make it evident that the “mfh’ study was not a stud
of actual costs at all. It was a collection of estimates as to the cos
of making cloth at varlous mills, many of which had never made the
cloths in guestion. Il;cgettlng forei costs it was possible only to
obtain the same conjectural material. The report states (p. 630)
“samples of identical fabrics cut from the same plece were to
England and to the Continent. These were shown to a number of
manufacturers and their estimates on the cost of production secured.”
They were then tested l{y being submitted to a cloth manufacturer, who
checked them from his®*own experience.

The only light thrown by the board on the character of the mills
consulted abroad is the statement that they were *“mills of high
efficien (p. 630). So far as can be ascertained, the board does not
state whether the mills consulted in the United States were or were
not mills of similar high efficiency as com d with other American
mills. This makes it obvious that the board did not in any case obtain
figures for actual costs from a considerable number of manufacturers
in its sample investigation ; that it did not obtain comparative figures,
even in the mills which were consulted, for cloth of kinds which th
were in the habit of t]m:«il.mmf: that it did not obtain figures abroa
in this part of the investigation, on fabries made abroad, but onl
theoretical estimates on cloth produced in the United States; that it
does not make clear in its report whether the foreign figures and
American figures were produced from mills of similar relative degrees
of efficiency or not. There is no reason to suppose, therefore, that any-
thlngn was obtained in this Investigation which might not have been
obtained in a quite different form and with flgures leading to a W
different conclusion had mills been consulted and different fabrics ani
more exact modes of comparison been employed. The sample investiga-
tion can not, therefore, be regarded as throw any general light upon
costs, since obviously the system itself is upon no general data.

AD VALOREM OR SPECIFIC DUTIES.

Much attention has been given by the Tariff Board to the method
of levying duties.

The board admits the unfortunate effects of the Ereaent spegific rates
on raw wool, and notes that * various wools of heavy shrinkage can
not be (proﬂtahl'_r imported iInto the United States,” while it also com-
ments (p. 381) on “ the practice abroad of preparing and selecting the
light-sh sorts that are peculiarly suitable for the American
trade.” After deseribing the proposed ad walorem rate, the graduated

¢ duty on the scoured content, ete., It finally decides against the
ad valorem plan and In favor of the ogpeciﬂc rate on the scoured pound.
With reference to the ad valorem mode of levying dutles, it states that
* the economie objectlon to an ad valorem duty on wool arises from the
faet that the amount of duty Ipald. since it fluctnates with the fore
value of the commodity, would not be adjusted to the needs of
Government, of the consumer, nor of the Ameriean woolgrower. A
speculative change in the market which increased the price of wool
would automatically lead to -an inerease in the amount of duty at the
veri time that the manufacturer is most hnn;Pered by the existing
high price, when the consumer most needs relief, and the woolgrower
is most ?rusperous."

That the real question In the mind of the board does not, however,
relate to the consumer can be seen from the latter remark that “if the
basic idea of the duty on wools is to give the domestic grower perma-
nent protection, it should remain as uniformly effective as pomlglee un-
der all changes of fsl:gi;n conditions (shorta]ge. overproduction, ete.).
Ad valorem duties d not aceomplish this * % *" It is the
supposed inabllity of the ad valorem duties to e what the board calls
“ permanent protection ™ that condemns them In its sight., As for the
remedy ed by the board—the levying of dutics on the scoured-
wool content—the contentlon that * some method of

the estimates came as near to the
make them.,” In ng the

B getth
* was similar to that used

ga ]
rate on the clean content would remedy most of the primary faults of
Schedule K" {P. 398) is answered by Edward Moir, realznt of the
Crown Mills, Marcellus, N. Y., in a recent letter to Flm Daily Trade

Record, as follows:

“The hoard states that ad valorem rates are open to grave difficulties
from the administrative and revenue point of view In the case of a
crude and bulky eommodity like wool.

“ Further, that ad valorem rates would give a high duty per pound
when prices are high at a time when the consumer most needs relief
and the producer more able to bear competition. With the low price of
wool, the duty per pound would be low when the consumer has least
:siet‘id of competing woels and the producer Is least able to bear compe-

On.

“ 1 believe the statements ¢f the board as to the effect of ad valorem
rates not being easily collectible comes from their lack of knowledge of
wool in its various conditions. Other men who are very familiar with
wool say that the values of wools can be readily determined and the
uty easlly collected, and I have been assured by officials high in
the customs service that such is the fact; also, that it would simpiify
the work of the customhouse if all wools were assessed by value,

“The board m{s an ad valorem rate would give a high dut{ T pound
when wool is high and a low duty when wool is low. This follows as a
natural sequence of the law of supply and demand, yet the followin
paragraph, in which Is given a plan said to be better in the opinlon o
the board than by ad valorem rates, for the assessing of wool duty,
would have the very same objection.

“That the chief objections to the 1pi't rate on the grease pound
could be met by levying some form of specific duty based en the clean
or scoured content of the wool imported.

“If a specific rate on the clean pound is adopted, it will work out in
this way, as shown by table appended, and for the purpose of illnstra-
tion T will take 20 cents per clean pound as the fiat rate of duty:

Wool costlng clean— Per cent.
20 cents per pound, duty 20-cent rate 100
30 cents per pound, duty 20-cent rate 663
40 cents per pound, duty 20-cent rate 50 -
50 cents per pound, duty 20-cent rate 40
60 cents per pound, duty 20-cent rate 3334
T0 cents per pound, duty 20-cent rate 28%
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“The range in price from 20 to 70 cents per pound clean, used In
the above table, Is conservative. Why the board should recommend a
method of assessing the duty upon wool that shows a variation of 350
per cent in the rate of duty passes my comprehension. It is true that
this method is only one-half as objectionable as the present method,
seeing it equalizes on the shrinkage, yet does mot on the value, as the
table shows. An ad valorem rate would place all on the same footing
and lay a proper foundation for an equitable duty upon goods in place
of the present inequitable one.

*“One ean not but think that this recommendation, which the board
has made, must be considered as due to want of technical knowledge on
the part of its members of the varying conditions and qualities of wool
and the varlous fabrics these wools are sultable for making. It would
appear to be an error creating a tariff board whose members have had
no business experience in the branches of trade upon which they are
expected to report and offer recommendations upon. It would have
been much better for the board to have confined its work to the gather-
ing of statistics on the different schedules than to suggest methods that,
if adopted, are not only inﬂi;;ltable. but will work hardships to different
branches of the woolen business.

* The objection by the board that an ad wvalorem dutf has the effect
of inereasing the duty when wool is high and lowering it when wool is
cheap abroad is not well taken, as when wool i8 cheap abroad the home
manufacturer should get his raw material on a parity of value with the
foreign manufacturer or he can not compete. .

“The only way I can seen any force to this contention of the board's
is that it simply had the woolgrower in mind when recommending a
method of assessing the wool duty by specific rate clean pound in the
hope that such might insure to the grower a hﬁz price when wool is
cheap abroad and a still higher price when it is dear. The board seems
to have left out of consideration the necessity of the home manufac-
turer being put in a position to compete with the foreign manufacturer,
who has cheaper wool, due to a falling market. Besides, the consumer
certainly should have some benefit in the price of commodities due to
this market condition of the raw material.’

INTERPRETATION OF TARIFF BOARD'S REPORT,
A. RAW WOOL.

Raw wool in Schedule K of the tariff law is divided into three classes.
Class 1 is deseribed in erag‘aph 361, class 2 in paragraph 362, and
class 3 in paragraph 363. he duty on wools of class 1 is fixed at
11 cents Per pound, on wools of class 3 at 12 cents, and on wools of
class 3 at 4 and 7 cents per pound,-according to vialue. In the event
that the wools are imported washed, the duty on the first class is
twice as much as If imported unwashed. If imForted geoured, the duty
is three times that on unwashed wool. The duiy on wools of the third
class, if imported in condition for carding, is three times that on
unwashed wool. In dealing with raw wool the board treats the three
classes separately, recognizing the difference in source, the conditions
under wMch produced, and the amount of production.

1. Third-class wools: The board points out that practically no wool
of the third class is produced in the United States. This wool is de-
rived from a varlety of sources fully considered (pp. 413-437), but
the United States is not recognized among these sources except In a
very limited manner. In the words of the board, * There is very little
wool of class 3 now ralsed in the United States™ (p. &37':). Re-
vlewl.tu; the history of the industry, the board further states (S.
437) : " Twenty-five years ago there were 6,000,000 or 7,000,000 pounds
of wool of a carfet grade grown in some of the Western States and
Territories, but it has been estimated that not more than a half mil-
lion pounds of this domestic wool is now sold annually to carpet mills.”
Apparently this is intended to say that not more than a half million
pounds of this domestic wool is annually produced in the United States
at the present time. As the total annual production of wood of all
grades the United States within recent years is about 325,000,000
Boounds. it is seen that the amount of carpet wool can not, under the

ard’s statement, amount to more than about one-seventh of 1 per
cent of the total wool output of this country. In view of the large
demands for these wools from manufacturers of ecarpets and coarse
woolen goods, it is evident that this class of wool does not require the
grotect:lon of 4 cents per pound given it by the present tariff law.

n the authority of the board it may be stated that the production of
third-class weols in this country Is so limited as to be a negligible quan-
tity and that the necessity for protection may, therefore, be disregarded.

2. Second-class wools: Of the other classes of wool the board says
(p. 299) : * The at bulk of the wool grown in this country would, if
imported, fall under class I.”" The wools produced in the United States
are not sirictly comparable with those of foreign countries, and the
board concludes (p. 382) that there is nme reason for maintaining n
distinetion between first and second class wools. In the meantime,
bowever, such a distinction is made in the tariff law, and in effect the
board recogguses it in its discussion. The board further states that
about two-thirds of the wool grown west of the Missouri River is * fine
or “fine medium,” while about 25 to 30 per cent of that east of the
Mississippi is classed as “fine.” The territory devoted to woolgrowing
in this country is separated by the board into two divisions. In the
first division (class A) is included all the States west of the Missis-
gippl River except Minnesota, Iowa, and Missourl. In the second
division (class B) is placed the States of Minnesota, Iowa, and Mis-
souri, and all the States east of the Mississippl River. In the region
designated as Class B there are two well-defined sheep-raising regions ;
the one comprises Ohlo and portions of ndjacent States, the other the
remainder of the territory east of the Mississippi River. In the Ohlo
region there are about 5,000,000 sheep, which produce a fine grade of
merino wool. In the remainder of this *“ class " there are found about
10,000,000 sheep, whose wool is below fine merino grade, and may be
properly described as ‘* erossbred.” Throughout a territory in the West,
containing about 35,000,000 sheep, the cost of producing fine wool is
found to be about 11 cents per pound. The cost in the East (Ohio) is
stated to be about 19 cents per pound, while in the remainder of the
territory east of the Mlississippi it appears that * the net charge against
the wool ?rown on sheep of the crossbred type is negligible.” ~This
statement is borne out by the figures of Table 19 (pp. 3656-368), covering
returns of 135 crossbred flocks.

Of these crosshred flocks (p. 372)1 121, or 90 per cent, ‘‘show re-
ceipts from other sources which equal or exceed the receipts from wool,
and on an average for all these flocks the receipts from other sources
constitute about two-thirds of the total receipts.,” 'This, moreover, Is an
exceptionally unfavorable showing, as the board states (p. 373): “Of
the 10,000,000 crossbred sheep a comnsiderable part are kept under such
conditions as to yleld larger profits than do the crossbred flocks con-
. sidered In Table 10 of this report." However, the general conclusion
is reached that * for the crossbred flocks of this region as a whole the
receipts from other sources are quite sufficient to meet the total costs
of maintenance, and therefore the receipts from wool remain as profit.”

From this it may be fairl

concluded that wools of the kind which
compete with the output o

these crossbred sheep do not need protec-

tion. This is clear from the fact that the wool income from these
flocks is a clear prm‘.‘:t,1 there being no charge whatever against it. It
may, therefore, be safely concluded from the board’'s report that class 2
wools also do not requ! the cost of produc-

protection, inasmuch as
tion is zero. As already noted, the board says (p. 382) : “ Practicall
all of the domestic clip, if offered for entry at our rts, would fa
under class 1 of the axlst[nz law. That is to say, tg?a great bulk of
the wool grown in the United States shows the use of merino blood
either immediate or remote, in its production. Imports under class 2
are relatively unimportant, and there is no longer valid reasons for the
maintenance of the distinction as between English and merino wools so
long in force.” It Is further stated (p. 884) : * There is an enormous
quantity of wool produced in Australasia and South America known in
the trade as crossbred that has practically no e?ul\mlant In our domes-
tie production.” The comparison already made 18, however, as near as
can be drawn—although It is true that most of the domestic wools
show the use of some merino blood In their groducﬂon. In a table (p.
885) the board recognizes their comparability by a direct comparison
between domestic wools grading one-half blood and under, and forelgn
cr?iaslgiedtw?ols. 1 5
3. First-class wool: The real question in the wool schedule of the
tariff act, in the opinion of the board, is the production of the western
wools of fine merino quality. On page 301, under the caption * Where
competition centers,"” the board says that in Wyoming, ontana, Ore-
gon, and Idaho there is a staple wool which corresponds with some of
the best Australian wools, and it is there that the study of cost of
grodt‘lctian has apparently been most carefully made, It is noted that
he * Delaine wools of Ohlo, Pennsylvania, ete., are claimed to be the
strongest wools of merino blood raised in the world, ete.”; these are
the wools which later in the report (p. 377) are shown to be obtained
from about 5,000,000 shee}: at an estimated cost of 19 cents per nd.
On this small quantity of wool a special tariff protection wounld pre-
sumably have to be recommended by the board to safeguard it from
competition. Omitting this portion of the fine-wool prgg‘liction. since,
e oard, the condit'i_ona are peculiar, the sheep belng
general purposes™ rather than primarily for their
wool, attention will be concentrated on the western woolgrowing region,
where, according to the board, * competition centers.” Although the
board has mentioned only the staples of Montana, Wyoming, Oregon
and Idaho as directly competing with the Australian, and l:sﬁf.lwugi it
admits that fine and fine medium wools constitnte only 66 per cent of
the total Eroductlnn of the western region, it may be assumed, for the
sake of d ssion, that the whole of the western reglon is to be re-
garded as devoted to the production of fine and fine medium woals, and,
therefore, on a competitive basls. On pa;ée 330 of the report there is
given a tabular statement showing by States the number of sheep
studied in Arizona, California, Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Nevada, New
Mexico, Oregon, Utah, Washington, and Wyoming. The total number
of sheep so studied is 3,151,731, and these gielded 20,764,713 pounds of
wool in the grease. The net charge against wool In this reglon is 10.9
cents per pound, while the averaging selling price is 15.9 cents per
pound, a difference of 5 cents between the cost and selling prices. Con-
sidering only the States producing the very finest staple, namel + Wyom-
ing, Montana, Oregon, and Idaho, the situation is not materially dif-
ferent. In Idaho an unusually high cost, 17.3 cents per pound, was
reported, in Montana the cost was 138.8 cents, in Oregon 10.9 cents, and
in Wyoming 12.4 cents per pound. The average returns from Montana,
Wyoming, and Idaho show a net charge agalnst wool of 14.2 cents per
pound. The remalning eight States of e group show an average
charge of 8.4 cents per pound. In discussing the competitive conditions
of production of wool, we may speak first of the western region as a
whole, where woolgrowing is carried on as an Independent industry, and
we may subsequently consider these States as producing a special type
of wool on an independent basis.
The following table appears on gage 330 of the board's report, except
the addition of columns showing the per cent of shrinkage, the scoured-
wool yield, the net charge, and the value or price per scoured pound.
Showing, by States, total receipts and expenditures, capital per head,
zelli price of wool ?cr pound, and net charge against wool per
pound, of flocks investigated Dy Tariff Board in the iestern Unl’:cd
States; cm;a the shrinkage and fine washed-wool content of the
grease wool.

Number of | Pounds of Reetpts
State. shes wool
P N Wool.  [Othersources.| Total.
Arizons. ........ 180,254 | 1,181,882 | $184,211.65 | $245,023.23 | $431,134.88
California....... 115,192 994,687 | 145,018.06 | 198,881.05 | 343,899, 71
Colorado. ....... 833,526 | 2,110,189 300,363.13 402, 245. 42 , 608. 55
Idaho...........| 377,010 | 2,340,483 | 424,567.47 | 708,054 48 | 1,133 521, 05
Montana........ 514,987 | 3,515,417 040, 455. 46 568,003.24 | 1,217,518. 70
Nevada. ... 168,255 | 1,011,046 | 153,510.31 821, 702. 04 , 602. 95
442,142 | 2,613,976 304, 850.12 508, 043. 20 §72,393. 41
229,713 | 1,678,993 237,000, 35 272,476. 51 500, 476. 86
Tiahs oy y 1,901, &30, 782,52 424,180.13 754, 668, 65
Washington..... 61,574 | 391,776 |  46,540.70 | 133,420.00 | 170,900.70
Wyoming. ...... 467,524 | 3,024,828 | 475,730.44 | 509,652.89 | 1,075,392, 33
Total......| 3,151,731 | 20,764,713 | 2,311,539.81 | 4,384,635.88 | 7,600, 478,60
Expenditure.
State. Miscellaneous
Labor. Maintenance.| and selling Total.
expense.
§141,612.16 §26,566.15 | §204,216.08 | $372,304.39
93,256.82 |  113,755.55 | 270, 489,54
85,642.45 |  200,208.32 | 586, 006.00
364,205.34 |  401,558.27 | 1,114,590.54
275,320.64 501,514.10 | 1,055,828, 45
59,341. 56 180, 6801. 47 363, 615. 44
70,133.02 | 402,783.58 | T27,343.72
143,723. 14 183,571.01° |  456,320,05
100, 875. 54 8,860.6% | 601,850.07
X 38,203.92 47, 465. 27 131,101.29
Wyoming. .. .............| 336,091.56 168, 455. 18 471,887. 22 077,333.96
Total................| 2,008,879.04 | 1,437,818.76 | 3,215,700.55 | 6,657,485.35
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Bhoicing, by States, total receipts and erpenditures, etc.—Continued.
Net Net
Selling Rateof| Per | Scoured | o Value
against| price Capital income | centof | wool per
et wool | eper | BS% | on |shrink-| yleld pgﬁd pound
per | pound. capital.| age. |(pounds). o g iscoured.
pound.
§5.64 5.8 | 67.25| 387,086 323 | $0.473
5.18 12.3 | 67.25 | 325,760 217 .442
4.59 7.6{ 67.25 | 691,087 265 .433
6.13 8| or.25| 786,508 | .528 .5a2
5.57| 56| 67.25 1,151,209 | .421 -561
6.08| 11.3] 67.25| s8,118| .125 464
4.50 7.2| 61.25| 856,077 .253 424
4.02 4.7 | 67.25 | 549,870 .332 .430
5.7 9.9 | 67.25| 622,720 - 254 .528
4.58 17.3 | 67.25 | 128,307 | +.015 300
5.19 4.0 | 67.25 | 980,031 ~878 479
5.30 6.2 67.25 |8,BW,4-IE .332 485
1 Report, p. 383.

This table now serves as a foundation for an analysis of the com-
petitive strength of the fine-wool producing region of the United States
as compared with rorgﬁn countries, A comparison based on the grease

und would be misleading, because wools are found to shrink in dif-

rent proportions. The competitive capacttg of a region is dependent
upon its ability to produce a certain quantity of scoured wool at a
fled price. The manufacturer is not primarily interested in the
se-pound clm.rfe. but in the cost of the wool ready for spin.ntnf.
Ehls Ealnt is freely admitted by the Tariff Board, of course (p. 382),
thgg; it does mot directly relate its data as to shrinkage with its pro-
duction cost of grease wools.

In connection with the at?dy of shrinkage made on page 383 the

board presents the following table:

On pages 887-390 is a table showing “A record of actual importa-
tions and scourings in a representative American mill covering more
than 10,000,000 ponods of class I wool.” This amount is about one-
half of the amount considered in the tabulation for the Western States.
If limited to the Australian merinoe wools less than 5,000,000 pounds
have been included. BSince appreximately two-thirds of the total output
of the western reglon is fine and fine medium wools, the other
conslsts of wools somewhat comparable to the crossbred wools of
Australia- ding half blood or below—all of the Australian wool given
in the boagis record of actual imports and scourings at a representativg
can mill may, therefore, be included.

The results thus secured show that, taking all of the wool, the
average price paid per scoured pound was 50.8B cents, while for the
fine merino wools the price paid per scoured pound was about 50 cents.
This figure should be comparved with the one already obtalmed for the
western region, which shows an actual cost per scoured pound of 33.2
cents and an actual realized price paid per seoured pound of 48.5 cents,
ass the total output to be of merino origin. The figures show
that, entirely independent of the payment of tarif duties on the im-
portations of Class I wool, the American industry was in a distinetly
competitive position. Comparing the fine merino staples raised in the
Northwestern States of the United States, including Idaho, Montana,
Oregon, and Wyoming, with the merino wools for which figures are
given, it appears that the cost of the fine staples in the United Btates
waa 18.7 cents in the grease, or 41.8 cents scoured, and the realized
price paid was 16.9 cents In the grease, or 51.5 cents per scoured
pound, while the priee paid for the Australian merino by American
mills was over 50 cents per pound. This appears to show that, with
freight rates included, the western wool-raising industry is fully able
to hold its own against the Australinn stng:le.

In the preceding computation, as already noted, the ghrinkage was
87.25 wper cent, which is the rate guoted by the board for fine wools of
the Weset. As elsewhere shown the rd's report, the Territory
wools consist of about G6 fer cent of fine wool and 34 per cent of the
lower grade product. A fairer basis of computation might be fi
in the use of the shrinkage percentage computed as a weighted or true
average, inasmuech as the various grades of wool shrink in different pro-

ons. Such a wa:ﬁ ted or true average has been worked out upom
basis of the board's figures for fine wools and wools of one-half
blood, three-elghths blood, ngg one-fourth blood. This ahrlnk:fa per-
8

Amount and per cent of shrinkage of clean wool resuliing from scouring | centage is 64.32, which may taken as the general Terri-
* specified grades of fine wool having their origin in given localities. tory wools. In the following table a computation m“{l&%?ﬁﬁm ahowhﬁ
- the same comparison except that in this instance percentage
Fastern | Western | South American. Australisn. £4.32 is used instead of 67.25 per cent.
United | United Bhowing by Btates met charge per pound agoinst Territory wools.
sl ikt In Equivalent| Net cost
United | United | United | o 12 | Unitea | .12 States. Wool | Percent | “oured  fcharge per| Yaloe per
States | States | States | U726 | Stareg | foroien (pounds).! wool | scoured | Scoured
mills. | mills. | mills. mills, : 888 | (pounds). | pound. | PO
Pounds in grease. ... 4,262, 813/46, 996, 570(1, 288, , 546, 401111, 067,1 ,967,258 1,181,852 64.32 421,605 £0.297 $0. 434
Pounds scoured .. ...... 1,709, , 390, 674, , 560, 597| 5,730, 12,937,911 904, 687 64.32 354, 004 .190 . 406
Per cent of shrinkage...| = 60. 67.25 41. ab.un‘ 48. 56.82 2,110,189 | 64.32| 752,915 244 -308
B,&g.m 4. 32 €35, 083 L4584 . 507
The follnwiui table from page 385 of the report throws additional 1:311:(;“ &‘“g l'%;% :ﬁ :g
light on the subject of shrinkage: A 64.32 082, 666 239 389
e e gy A s iy oy b bm| am mo) o)
nies 0 one- : ¥ - e
n sbreds and do wools g under o1 78 e L St 34
St Weotern South Amesioan 3,024, 828 64.32 | 1,079,258 47 .440
United | United Austra- 20,764,713 | 64.32 | 7,408,841 .305 415
ST P P St
n
States | States States mgl‘”ﬂ'g@ States ! Report, p. 830.
mills mills, mills. . mills. Protection and the price of raw wool : It Is not necessary, however,
to depend solely u the given by the board for the cost of
producing raw wool, or the charge t raw wool,”" for con-
blood and under (do- clusiens as to the amount of protection n by the wool industry in
L mestic wools): the United States. The board has not only given the figures relating
?mds-mgmu'e 9,101,974 to costs in-the region studied, but has also investigated the prices of
Pounds sconred...... 4,858, 084 raw wool in leading markets. It is shown that the ﬁrm realized for
P t of shrinkage.| = 46.62 wool in the western woolgrowing region, inciuding the SBiates of Ari-
3B looc‘a’rem ge. - :g}nia,kcnif?n&il% Col?rﬁdot. l?tc" :wttﬁ }fs._g ce:égrsz T poung.mlr tge
e nkage o 8 wool be taken a e re, 67.20 per cen ven by
Doenly dx greaae. i g R s the Tarift Board (p. 383), it will appear that the actual sedured wool
ey P i s 5 5 costs approximately cen r pound. s represents the cost o
T i 0 | ool et ot b puschaned I e grots ot e 2l mentiond iy the
< = 45 a ¥ rea y the sellers o e wool, In order to
e e e b s bt 109,403 sugply. the buyes with » pound of ‘sconred wool resdy. for manufactars.
""""""""" P en g - n volume 1 o e board’s report [p. 5 presen a hile, taken
s = "t i ebup Raanl AN s M
mds i r showin e total wool product o e Unii or A 3
T e N i) | e Shows, had the s i, o ) RSt Jgodicst, " e, Hplied
> el bondssad s o tates e year , aggregating 362, ounds and yie
Rercet of W CETEE 508 a4 141,805,813 pounds of scoured wool, was 51.12 cents per pound. Prae-

In Table 6 above is set forth the per cent of shrinkage underfone by
western United States wools when secoured in United States mills, and
the wool thus {reated is stated to be “ fine wool,”! This shrinkage m_gg-
nre, stated as 67.25 per cent, is used in computing the fine sco -
wool yield of the grease wool actually studied and reported upon bg the
board in the western United States. The board gives the net ¢ arfa
per pound against woel in each of the States enumerated, and in
ascertaining the cost per scoured pound this amount is multiplied by
the number of pounds of grease wool necessary to produce a pound of
scoured wool at the rate of shrinkage indicated. his shows, in each
of these States, the investment in Frease wool necessary to secure a
pound of scoured wool. If the sale priee of the wool in grease is
applied to the number of pounds necessary to produce a scoured pound,

e result is the &r!m paid at current rates during the period of in-
vestigation for sufficient grease wool to prodoce a scoured pound. The
average cost of the wool studied was .2 cents per pound, based on
the shrinkage percentage of 67.25, and the nvera%:)aprlce when sconred
was 48.5 cents per pound. On the basis of the rd's investttﬁ:ﬂcms.
therefore, these fignres represent the competitive situation im fine-
wool district of the West, which, as the board has expressed it, is the
section * where competition centers.”

We may now turn to the qoestion of the competitive strength of the
Australian wools which compete with the fine wools of our western
reglon. The interesting point is not the price at which these wools are
sold in Australia, but that which is paid for them in American mills,

ticllly no wool of the third class was produced in the United Btates in
1910, but the product of the year is composed of first and second clasa
wools, while in the far West region the product is largely fine wools.
The table shows that the value of the output in Nevada is 54 cents per
scoured pound; that of California, 46 cents; that of Colorado, 47
cents; that of Arizona, 58 cents; and that of Texas, 55 cents, ete.
Local and seasonal variations will always ocenr, but we may accept
the figure already cited from the cost of production report—10.9 cen
per pound. glv;‘;lgst:nnmumd value of about 48 cents r pound—as
corresponding tially to the market value. Elsewhere the board
has presented the quotations of American weols in Boston, giving the
go-called “ territory wool,” of which we have been speaking, as the
product of Montana, Wyoming, Utah, etc., on a scoured basis.

The prices there given for 1910 range from 50 to 74 cents per pound
according to grade, while for 1911 the prices range from 40 to 62 cents.
This also confirms the aceuracy of the figures already mentioned. In
a study of the prices charged for Australlan wools in don, the board

t wools belonging to Class I =old in London in 1010 at prices
8 ts to about 32 cents-per pound, accor ﬁ.,,t,‘
n L

ﬁ?oerrts (p. In another table (p: Vol. 1) the bpard
ves prices per pound for certain foreign wools in England, as reported
the Bradford Chdmber of Commerce. In thiz talle are given .two

ds of Australian wools, namely, * Port I'hillip™ and *“Adelaide.”

The former averaged 26.4 cents per pound in 1910 and the latter 18.3
cents. These figures are idenﬁearewith those given from another source
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In the table previously cited, and represent the price charged for two
ood grades (not the best) of Australian wool, which on importation
e United States would rank as Class I. If these be accepted as
representative and a mean taken, we shall have 22.4 cents per pound as the
price (taken as the mean) of wool cougfeting with our western produet.

The board has made an elaborate study of shrinkage in the second
volume of its report. Elsewhere we have used flgures showing the
shrinking of Australian wools in American mills, These es can not
be used for the present purpose, because Australian wools are lmported
i@ a skirted condition and consequently shrink less than they would if
Imported in their natural condition. It is necessary, therefore, to ascer-
tain the shrinkage of Australian wools in the mills to which they are
sent for shrinkage in a natural condition. The board (p. 387) states
that the shrinkage figure for total wool production of all countries given
by Helmuth, Behwartze & Co. is universally accepted in the trade and
names 48.54 per cent as that of Ausiralasia. In its study of actual
shrinkage in the United States it shows that Australian wool shrinks
48.22 per cent (p. 383), If we accept the figure 48.54 as representing
the shrinkage, it will appear that the figure 22.4 cents, which we have
already given as the assumed mean price of Australian wools competin
with our western wools, must be divided by 51.46 (or 100 minus 48.54
in order to find the value of the wool in a scoured pound. This com-
putation gives 43.5 cents. :

Previous fizures have shown that scoured wool from western fleece
may be taken as worth 48 cents per pound. The difference, then, is
4.5 cents (assuming that freight rates to the mills offset one another),
and this must be reckoned as an ad valorem rate on 43.5 cenis, which
would give a result of about 13 per cent ad valorem, the protection
appsrently demanded by western wool producers, assuming the figures
we have given to be correct. It is clear that in the case of the more
expensive Australian wools there would be no advantage whatever.
This is shown by the figures of the Tarif Board representing the actual
ifmportation and scouring in a representative American mill covering
more than 10,000,000 pounds of class 1 wool, Considering the figures
given for Australian merinos, it i3 found that about 50 cents per
scoured pound was paid, so that the Australian wool cost the prodocer
actually more than the western wool; or, n.llowin!;: 2 cents a pound
freight on the western wool to the mili, gomething like the same price,
probably a little less in some cases. In this case apparently actual
experience with a large quantity of wool did not indicate any necessity
for tariff protection. In general, with Australian grease- wool at 20
cents a pound or higher, there is little necessity for tariff protection,
as indicated by actual purchases in the market. At that price the
western woolgrower is able to furnish his wool in successful competi-
tion on the scoured-pound basis, accepting the actual prices found in
the Tariff Board's report as a basis for the comparison.

Competitive conditions.—The [Jos!tlon of the western woolgrower com-
pared with that of the Australlan producer may be discussed without
reference to prices in the market, and simrly upon a basis of cost, as
reported by the board. In that case it will be seen from table 5 that
a cost of about 11 cents per pound was found to exist on the avera
in the west, while In Australia the cost was ‘““a few cents a pound”
and In South America **4 to b cents.” Taking 4 to 5 cents a pound
as the cost in South Amerlca and Australla, and selecting the higher
fizure—05 cents—just as we have selected the higher figure—I11 cen
from the board's report, there is found to exist a disadvantaze in the
United States of about G cents per pound on grease wool. his su
posedly represents the amount by which the net charge against wool In
the United States exceeds the net charge against weol in South America
and Ausgtralin. The comparison, however, hag not taken into account
cost of transportation. he subject of transportation is discussed by
the board in volume 2 (pp. 351, 352), where it appears that “ $2 a
hundred pounds is belleved to be a fair estimate for the average cost
of transportation of grease wool from the West to Boston,” while (p.
352) * the cost of trapsportation from the Australian producer to Bos-
ton ranges between $1.841 and $3.191."

The average cost of transportation of Australian wool Is thus about
$2.50 a hundred pounds, or one-half cent more per pound on the

Australian wool than on the western American wool. We may, there-
fore, regard the western American woolgrower as suffering a disad-
vantage, not of 6 cents a pound, but of about 53 cents. If it be
assumed, on the basis of the board’s shrinka ures (p. 385) that
the total shrinkage of western wools in the United States mills grading
one-half blood and under is the average of the shrinkages given for the
different grades, we shall have a shrinkage of 54.96 per cent. Our 5}
cents, therefore, will represent the cost of 45.04 per cent of the dis-
advantage we suffer in the production of a pound of scoured wool. The
total disadvantage will then be about 12.2 cents. Accepting the prices
glven in the board’s table for actual importations of Australian wool
and priees paid therefor (p]p. 387-380), we may again take the value of
a scoured pound of Australian wool at an American mill as 50.8 cents.
In that case 12.2 cents reckoned as an ad valorem upon the value of
the imperted Australian wool would be nearlf 25 per cent, or, meas-
ured in cents per pound, would simply be itself the amount of the duty
called for in a specific form, namely, 12.2 cents. This apparently would
be the maximum duty which could be dem:aded by the western wool
producer on wools of the kind referred to under the most unfavorable
cireumstances. On the flner grades with a higher shr re this per-
centage would be larger, but in that case the price assu must be a
good deal higher. The ad valorem percentage would be much the same.

It should be observed, however, that a protection of 5.5 cents per
pound of grease wool, or 12.4 cents per pound of secured wool, would
amply protect most of the States included in the western region. There
would be very few of them in which the cost of production is so high as
to require a protection of 5.5 cents per grease pound. This result ma
be exemplified as follows: Let the net cha against wool in Sou
America and Australia be taken as 5 cents. 'The cost of production or
net charge against wool reported in California 1s 7.1 cents, Allowing
one-half cent for freight char&;e as_ before, the net disadvantage for
California as a producer would be 7.1 minus 5.5, or 1.6 cents. This
would be less than one-third of the 5.5 cents protection mentioned. In
the same way the frotectlon required in Colorado would be 8.7 minus
5.5, or 3.2 cents, n Nevada, with a cost of 4.1 cents net, protection
required would be still smaller. New Mexico, with a ecost of production
of 8.3 cents, would be only at a slight disadvantage as compared with
a foreign cost plus freight of 5.5 cents. Washington, which has no net
charge on wool but a very slight credit te wool, would need no protec-
tion whatever. On the whole, probably not more than three or four
States of the group would require protection of 5.5 cents.

In the following table is computed the ngt disadvantage under which
the Western Btates labor in the productlon of a scoured pound of wool
and the nd valorem duty which would be necessary In order to place
the western woolgrower upon a basis of equality with the Australian
and South American grower In the American market. This ad valorem
rate is computed upon a basis of 50.8 cents for Australinm wool and
37.4 for South American wool. These figures have been obtained by
averaging the quotations given by the board for the actual e?erience
of an American mill in the importation of 10,000,000 pounds of foreign
wool. It should be noted that the ad wvalorem duties which are thus
indicated vary enormously according as the price of wool varies and,
of course, as the disadvantage per scoured pound varles. The difficult
in the argument is found In the fact that a uniférm price is assum
for all roreﬂi.gn wools, whereas in fact these foreign wools consist of a
series of different grades. None of the flzures can be said, therefore, to
be computed, in the strict sense, with any authority. It is observable
that the average rate of protection needed to safeguard agalnst Austra-
lian competition is about 80 per cent, as shown ba this table, and that
needed to protect against SBouth Amerlean eumg tion is about 40 per
cent. This would seem to indicate that Bouth America was a more
dangerous competitor than Australia, a statement whose absurdietg' is
self-evident. In this computation, as in others that have preceded, it
will be observed that there are several of the Western States in which
no tariff protection is needed, while in several others only a very small
amount is called for. The high average rate thus shown is due to the
reported high cost of groductlon in two or three States where costs are
stated as abnormally high. .

Ad valorem and specific rates necezsary on Australion and South A merican wools in order {0 equalize territory wool costs.

Ad valorem rate neces- | gnecific rate
Net charge per po Average codl per sary to equalize dif- | ‘her pound
Bgatns Difference in Total disad- BOOWre Doui: ference in cost of— “necessary
cost between s to equaliza
United States| " 0 P difference in
State. wooland | p5ind on cost between
s | EL R | o R
United SC | basis of 64.32 South American
and South South Australian. wool (par -y | States, Aus-
Btates. | "y nerica. | America. per cent. American. | Toongy | Wool (per | Srpa’ and
. SeRty SBouth
. America.
$0. 106 $0. 055 $0.051 $0.143 $0. 508 $0.374 28.15 38-24 $0. 143
.071 055 016 045 . 508 -374 8.86 12.03 45
-087 . 055 .32 . 090 . 508 374 17.72 24.08 .90
173 <068 *© .118 . 330 - 508 .37 G406 B8. 24 .330
.138 . 055 .083 .32 . 508 374 45. 67 62.03 .22
.41 055 +.0014 |oeeaa.s .508 ey S PR i) R R e e S e
.083 . 055 .023 .078 . 508 374 15.35 20. 86 .
.109 . 055 054 .151 .508 374 2.72 40.37 151
003 . 055 .038 . 106 ~o08 -374 20.87 28.34 . 106
+.005 -055 $.000 ). annner 508 o W MRt i S R AR R § KA
.124 .055 . 069 .193 . 508 374 37.99 51.60 .193
i PO AL O B T . 109 055 . 054 .151 . 508 .3T4 2.72 40.37 . 151

* Report, pp. 380, 350.

5. The Ohio region : It will be observed that nothing has been sub-
mitted In the foregoing data on the Ohio region, which is re[.mrted as
having the highest cost of production in the country, that being a net
charge of 19 cents ?“.‘r pound against wool. This would apparently
call for o much higher protection than any as yet spoken of. The
board averages the 5,000,000 sheep of the Ohio on with the western
gheep and ile croesbred flocks, and thereby makes an average cost the
country over at J2 cents per pound, a manifestly incorrect proceeding.
It should be frankly admitted that on the board's estimate the Ohio
region and a very few of the western States would need a pro n
in excess of 20 per cent. An average rate of protection sufficient to

1 Based on report, pp. 387-390 and pp. 390, 391

offset the difference In cost of production between the bulk of the
western region and the forelgn woolgrowing ceuntries wounld not hel
them in the least. In this connection a further point should be nntetf
The cost of production of wool In the Ohlo region, as given by the
board, is 19 cents per Egund on the average. Inquiries as to shrinkage
show that this wool shrinks 46.62 per cent; in otber words, 19 cents
is 53.38 per cent of the cost of a scoured pound.

The cost of such a scoured pound, therefore, may lbe taken as 35.08
cents. This must be compa with the supposed cost advantage in
Australia. In the latter ecountry, as we have seen, the cost of pro-
duction may be taken as 5 cents. Iowever, at least 2 cents muthe
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ndded in>this ease as the freight disadvantage, because of the com-
parative nearness of the Ohio region to the mills. From the stand-
point of Ohio, ¢ost in Australia may be taken as 7 cents. The theoreti-
cal disadvantage in the Ohio reglon Is thus.35.6 eents mlinus 7, or about
28.6 cenis. Figuring this as a percentage 1{5)01: the cost of the com-
titive Australian wool imported into the United States, which ma
taken as 50.8 cents n scoured pound, on the average, it is foun
that 28.6 cents represents over 55 per cent ad valorem. This is very
much more than the protection amounts to, accorded under the present
specific basis. In the board's table of actual importations and scour-
ll:lgs in a representative American mill {ltnp. 387-389) the equivalent
ad valorems run from about 34 per cent to about 55 per cent. In a
very few instances there are equivalent ad valorems ns high as 55 per
cent. It would seem, then, that the Ohlo wool-producing reglon is not
protected now on the assumption that the board’s cost figures are correct
and that, if it is to be protected at all, the tariff on woocl would have to
be very much raised above its present flgures, go as to-give a rate of 28
or 29 cents on the scoured pound and of at least 55 per cent ad valorem.

Summing up the discussion, therefore, it may be concinded that a
study of comparative prices actually realized on western wools and
actually paid by Importing American mills, and pald at open sale in
the London market, show that the western American woolgrower can
meet Australian and South American competition without any protec-
tion. A study of cost disadvantages would Indicate the necessity not to
exceed 25 per cent duty ad valorem upon the whole wool output of the
Western States, and would show that in the majority of these Btates a
duty of very much less than this, say, 10 to 15 per cent, would be
ample, while 20 per cent would completely safeguard all, except a rela-
tively emall number of sheep in the less carefully managed flocks of the
West and in the Ohio reglon.

It shounld be added that there is nothing to prevent either the western
or the Ohio growers from shifting to the crossbred flocks, whose profit-
ableness in the United States has been demonstrated to such an extent
as to show no net charge against the wool. From the protective stand-
point, therefore, the whole question is that of imposing a duty for the
mere sake of keeping a small percentage of American sheep farmers
from the necessity of shifting from sheep of the merino type to those
of the crosshred type.

Net cost charge per pound against wool :

United States (Rept., p. 377 L.19
Australian and Sguthp Amor’lcnn $0. 07
b 88T Dl O T g BT o e LI 2 AT TS .12
Total disadvantage per scoured pound on shrinkage basis of
per cent ___ = . LS
Average price per scoured pound :
Australian __ £ . 608
. South American = . 374
Rate of duty mnecessary to egualize difference:
Bpecific—
Australian and South American .12
Ad valorem—
Australian (per cent)._____ 44,09
South American (per cent) . ____ ——~— D9. 8D

6. Summary of findings on raw wool: These findings on raw wool

maiv Ecle aun&nmrix:ed eae% follows :t,ec ; Sk
. Class 3§ wool needs no protection, ause it is scarcel roduced
at all In the United States. 2

2. Class 2 wool needs no protection, because those of our wools which
compete with it are produced at a very low cost of production.

3. Class 1 wools need no protection as indicated by actual figures of
gales. As shown by estimated cost of production the needed duty would
not exceed 15 to per cent. A duty of 25 per cent would be consider-
ably In excess of the requirements of production In the West that are
indicated by the figures of the board; while in the Ohio reglon the in-
dus is partly, at least, Incidental to general farming and can not be
considered on the competitive footing.

B. TOPS.

The subject of top manufacture is discussed chiefly on gages 621-G45
(vol. 8). Here are given data showing the actual yield from greasy
wool of scoured wool, tops, noils, and wastes of various kinds; a dis-
cussion of compensatory  duties; an outline of the methods of getting
costs ; and tables showing the cost of converting wool Into tops in o
number of American mills, whose produoct has been combined for the pur-
pose of showing the general results.

1. Wastes and compensatory duties: The first problem which the
hoard has to deal with is that of shrinkage in the scoured wool used, so
it sceks to Ascertain what quantity of tops can be manufactured from a

ven amount of scoured wool. is shrinkage is then made the basis

or computations of the amount of compensatory duty reguired. On
022, 623, the board says:

The average yield of tops over a considerable period differs In
typleal American millls by iess than 5 per cent. and the amount of this
average yield is approximately 85 per cent. Bunt a compensatory duty

on the average yleld would be inadequate in the case of tops made
from wool of fine quality ; while, conversely, a compensatory duty high
enough to take care of fine wool would be somewhat more than com-
pensatory for tops made from the lower grades. % * = 3

“ Whatever may be the yield of scoured wool In tops, that part of it
that is unfit for tops is by no means a_complete loss to the mannfac-
turer. Noils are worth gu te regularly 60 per cent of the value of the
seoured wool from which they are made, and they form from 00 per
cent to 90 per cent of the wastes that accrune in top making. Comb
waste is worth *practically as mmuch as scoured wool; card waste, as a
rule, moch less; the two together, forming from 5 per cent to 30 per
cent of the total waste, should mormally bring 40 per cent of the price
of an equal weight of scoured wool. In any case the manufacturer re-
covers in the value of his wastes fully half the value of the scoured
wool consumed that does not appear in his tops.

* Assuming, then, that 100 pounds of fine wool gives 80 pounds of
tops, the loss of 20 pounds reappears in the form of waste worth at
least as much as 10 pounds of wool The manufacturer therefore in
this case is entitled to a compensatory duty on tops that exceeds the
duty on wool by no more than 10 per cent of such duty. This is, of
course, on the assumption that compensatory duty shall be fixed entirely
on a weiﬁht basis.”

2. Method of computing tariff dutles: The board In this discussion
continues the assumption found in the existing law—that two classes
of duty are necessary, the one intended to offset the loss of weight in
ahrlnkn% the other the differences in labor and ecapital between the
United States and forelgn countries. It is evident that in ecarrying
i:;l:t a&hgtteig.qn!rr on the basis of the board's figures several methods may

op
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(@) First method: The most obvious method of computation on this
basis is as follows: According to the board 1 pound of scoured wool
produces 80 per cent of 1 pound of tops, and this would mean that 90
pounds of wool would make 80 pounds of tops, allowing for 10 pounds
of recovery in wastes. Assuming that scoured wool is worth cents
a pound, 80 pounds of tops would cost $45 and 1 pound of tops would
cost 45/80 of a dollar, or 56.25 cents. e excess cost of material for
1 pound of tops, therefore, is 6.25 cents. The board finds as a result
of its tnvestlﬁztion (p. 645) that “ the cost of making tops in the
United States is about 80 per cent ter than abroad.” If the Ameri-
can manufacturer gets domestic wool of substantially the same spinning
value as English wool and at the same price, 50 cents, no allowance is
needed for * compensatory duty.” If comparison be made on a dutiable
basis we must assume the importation of wool subject to duty. While
this is not necessarily the case, we may expand our assumption so as to
provide that the scoured wool used In manufacture is imported at 5O
cents, duty unpaid, and that this is the same price the English manu-
facturer pays for his scoured wool at the factory. Then If we assume
a duty of 20 per cent for the sake of argument on wool it is clear that
the American manufseturer will have to pay 60 cents for his pound of
wool after the tariff duty has been liguidated. Now, since 90 pounds
of the wool produce only S0 pounds of t%ps, it is evident that at 60
cents the cost of the 90 pounds would be $54, and 1/80 of this would be
67.5 cents. Seven and one-half cents, therefore, would be the additlional
pound value of the material going into the tops made from duty-paid woel.

As slready stated, the excess material cost per pound of tops made
of nonduty-paid wool at 50 cents is 6.25 cents. Assuming that the
amount of waste is the same in England and the United States, it
appears that the cost of manufacture from duty-paid wool at 20 per
cent implies an additional expense of 1% cents, which represents the
specific compensatory duty that would be needed. This would have to
be reckoned as a percentage of 56.25, the presumed cost of the top ma-
terial in England. It would in that way amount to 2.2 per cent. The
board shows that the actual cost of manufacturing tops In the United
States from Australian 70-80's is 7.25 cents per pound. Adding this to
the 67.5 cents gives T4.75 cents as the cost of a pound of tolja in
United States on the basis of the board’'s figures. In the English mills
the cost of conversion Is shown as about 100 cent and in the
United States as 180 per cent. Taking T% cents as 180 per cent, the
cost in England would be 4.03 cents per pound. Dedu this from
7.25 cents, the cost in the United States, leaves 3.22 cents, which
representa the excess conversion cost of producing tops in the United
States. As an ad wvalorem percentaiﬁe of 56.25, this gives 5.72 7per
cent, which, added to 2.2 per cent, the compensatory duty, gives 7.92
per cent over the duty on wool, or 27.92 per cent.

(b) Second method: Another method of computation may be deduced
from the board’s work. In the passage already clted the board says (p.
623) that the manafacturer is entitled to a compensatory duty on tops
that exceeds the duty on wool by no more than 10 per cent of such duty.
Taking the same case we have already assum with scoured wool at
50 cents and an import duty of 20 per cent valorem, in this case
equal to 10 cents 1}mr Pound, the compensatory duty on fops would be
the wool duty, 209 + (109 of 209, =) 29 =— 229, or 1 + (109 of
10¢ = ¢==11 cents, a duty of 11 cents, or 22 per cent. e found
that if the wool employed was actually imported from abroad and
manufactured subject to the waste indicat by the board the ma-
terial in a pound of tops would cost 67.5 cents, while in England it
would be 56.25 cents. he duty on 56.25 cents at the rate of 22 per
cent would be 12.38, which, added to 58.25 cents, would be 68.63 cents,
or, in this case, decidedly more than enough to cover the cost in the
United States as Indicated by the board. he duty required to offset
the difference in labor and other costs would be the same as stated in
the first method, 5.72 per cent, to which would be added the compen-
satory duty of P per cent and the duty on wool of 20 per cent, or a
total of 27.72 per cent on tops. It is clear that the rate of duty, bf'
this method of computation, would change rapldly as the price of wool,
duty paid, was increased.

And as the wool became more expensive, the duty uired would
be a smaller ad valorem percentage. In the shrinkage table given by
the board {gp. 387-301), the price per scoured und, duty paid, on
the best grades of wool such as we are discussing, is very seldom as low
as 50 cents, and is occasionally as high as 60 cents per pound or more.
In these ecases the amount of duty would fall off.

In the frregoing computation the assumption has been that the
E‘ngliah m#nufacturer is able to land his tops at New York without any
cost for scliing charges, transportation, insurance, or commissions in
the United States. hat, of course, is important. The duties already
sketched, therefore, are unduly high, if it be desired simply to cover
cost of produetion. The board has shown that freight charges from
Liverpool to Boston are about one-third of a cent per pound on wool.

This takes no account of shipping charges in England or from Bos-
ton inland, to say nothing of the charges for other items in the cost
of marketing. It would prohablg be a conservative estimate if the
English manufacturer were r&iar ed as being obliged to incur an ex-
pense of 3 cents pound for his marketing and freight charges. Such
an allowance made, would largely offset the difference in cost of

rodoction. f(r. on the basis of our illustration, following the Tariff

oard, it be assumed that the cost of %etting out a pound of completed
tops in the United States with wool at 50 cents a pound scoured, and
the rate of duty at 20 per cent, was 75 cents, while in England it was
56.25 cents plus 4.03 cents, or 60.28 cents, the allowance of 3 cents
a pound already referred to being then made, the landed cost (United
States) of English tops would be 63.28 cents. Deducting this from
75 cents would leave 11.72 cents, which would be about 19 per cen
or less than the raw-wool duty of H. R. 11019, This would mean tha
a 20 per cent duty would suffice to protect the American manufacturer
against the competition of Enizilah producers in tops as well as in raw
wool. Of course, in this case it should be borne in mind that the 3-cent
allowance would have to be made also In case of the raw-wool duty.
That is to say, if 20 per cent on raw wool was protective with wool at
the same price in England and the United States, a less duty than that
would be necessary in practice owing to the difference in cost of trans-
portation, ete.

(e) Third method: 8till another method of computation may be
adopted, based on the board's figures. A manufacturer may buy 100
goundn of wool and manufacture it into tops. According to the board

e will get only B0 gmunds of tops out of the 100 pounds of wool.
This would mean that the manufacturer would have to invest the cost
of 100 pounds of wool in order to get 80 pounds of togs. In so doin
he would obtain wastes which he could sell for something, and whic
the board says would be worth as much as 10 pounds of clean wool. In
our former computation we assumed that the wastes had been sold at
this rate. On this supposition it is evident that in order to get 80
pounds of tops the manufacturer has to buy 100 pounds of clean wool,
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or, at 50 cents per pound, he must invest $50. Each pound, then, of
tops costs him for raw material 62,5 cents, while hig competitor in
England Is getting his wool at 50 cents and his tops at presumably the
same relative rate. Now, in the United States assume that a (h:trg is
imposed equal to 20 per cent. The 100 pounds of clean wool cost $60,
instead of $50, and pounds of tops cost the same. That is to say,
each pound of scoured wool costs the American manufacturer 75 cents,
while his English competitor is getting his material at 62.5 cents a pound.

The compensatory duty allowed for by the Tariff Board is 10 per cent
of 20 per cent, or 2 per cent ad valorem, or 1 cent per pound. The
difference in cost of labor and investment is 3.22 cents, the same as in
our former illustration. This is now figured as an ad valorem of 62.5
or slightly more than 5 per cent. The specific duty under this basis o
estimate, then, would be 1 cent plus 3.22 cents, or 4.22
ad valorem duty would be 2 per cent plus § Eer cent, or 7 per cent.
This is slightly less than by the former method, because of the higher
valuation given to the wool going into the tops, due to the fact that no
allowance has been made for the income from the wastes. On some
accounts this is a fairer basis of reckoning than the other, because of
the fact that the process of manufacture requires the larger amout of
wool which Is indicated in this second method. f course in this ease
the allowanee made for freight, ete., would still have to be reclugnued.
and would work out as before in more than neutralizing the difference
in coat of production of tops indicated by the board.

3. Btudy of top prices: The question of the duty om tops may be
approached from the standpoint of prices rather from cost of
production. The board has given in the early part of its report (Vol. I,

. 106) a table showing the values abroad o ed classes of tops.
?t fi that 20 cents per pound is the minimum wvalpation for to
abroad, and that only in depressed conditions would tops of low quall
gell for 20 cents or less. e lowest price given in the tables of quota-
tions for 1910 is 24.8 cents, and the highest is 64.9 cents, the latter
belng a guotation for the very best grade intended for the spinning
of very gne yarns. The quotation on tops intended for the spinning

of so-called G4's to T0's, which correspond to what we eall In this
country fine or one-half blood, are the quotations which should be
used for comparative gurpom In the present discussion. These quo-
tations were from 54.8 to 62.9 cents, the mean being 58.9 cents per
Elmd. If it be true that raw wool of a given quality used for mak-
g these tops can be imported on a scoured pound basis at about the
same cost m Australia into the United BStates as into England,
it may be sup that the price of these tops in England is less
than that in the United States gno duty on raw wool) by the excess
cost of production of tops In the United States. For the grade of
tops considered, this excess cost of production has been found to be
about 8.22 cents per pound; In other words, the cost of the same
togs in the United States should be about 62.12 cents. Figuring the
3.22 cents as an ad valorem upon 62.5, gives 5.2 per cent as the neces-
sary duty on tops, or, adding compensatory duty in the cvent that
a raw-wool rate of 20 per cent is charg we should have 7.2 per
cent, which roughly corresponds with the showing already made for
the dxrmie discussed. If we should compute the rate on the very finest
grades it would, however, fall considerably below this figure, while an
allowance for freight, insurance, etc., amounting to as much as a cent
a pound, would reduce the required protection to 25 per cent or probably
much less lpinmting- a raw-wool duty of 20 per cent).
In the following table are presented domestic and foreign costs of
&roduc!ng tops for every cost figure repcrted in the statement (p.
2), showing variations in the cost of converting wool into tops.
The domestic costs are given by the board as a result of its investi-
tions, and the foreign costs are computed on the supposition that
he cost of making tops in the United States is about 80 per cent greater
than nbroad (p. 645). The difference between domestic and forelgn costs
would represent in each case the disadvantage in cost of production
under which the United Btates labors and would therefore be the figure
which should be computed as a percentage of the foreign costs of
tops In order to ascertain the ad valorem rate necessary to protect the
American producer.

Variations in domestic and foreign conversion cost of wool into fops for a period of 25 mondhs.
[Cents per pound. Tarlff Board Report, p. 642.)

6 months. 6 months. 7 months, 6 months.
Differ- Differ- Differ- Differ-
Quality of top. nes. ence. ence. ‘ance.
Domestic.] Foreign. Domestic.| Foreign. Demestic.| Foreign. Domestic.| Foreign.
Unwashed territory, one-half blood or above. 597 2.39 7.60 4.22 3.38 8. 477 3.82 10.85 6.03 4.
Aunstralian and demestie, one-half blood and
o aasnsi| 18| 18| 38| i| G| B RB| 3| in| 4w iB| 48
nwe L i - I G
Atu'tmﬂanordumgtic three-eighths blood. . 4.81 23 102 6.10 3.39 2.7 6.31 351 2.80 8.13 4.52 3.61
Australian or domestic high, one-guarter
%0 i R AR T S B T 3.86 2.14 1.72 562 3.12 2.50 80 3.28 2,62 6. 66 3.70 2.96
0 Vg T T e e e R e 3.24 80 1.44 4.48 2,49 L9 4.89 272 2.17 6.00 3.38 271
4. Summary of top study: (a) If it be sssumed that the English | properly be reckoned as a part of the value of the total output of the
and A mnﬂd 45 with wool of the same productive operation, including, as that would, tops and wastes or

Enual.lty at a

ifo i 50 - the tariff duty not being fully operation
uniform ce, say cen e uty no
4 ts, it a rs that no allowance need be

dl;s: e su¥ply dut, d t the difference In cost of pro-
GRCtin Shown DY, ey Rt hound oS topaels 8.22 cents, which

duction shown by the board per ,
computed as an ad valorem upon 56.25, the cost of the material going
into a d of tops, is 5.72 per cent ad valorem.

(b(\J f It be assumed that the wool used Is actually imported into
the United States, a duty is paid at the rate of 20 per cent, with no
allowance for mizht. insurance, ete., the difference in cost must in-

clud t element, figured the board at 2 cent, or
i.nu th.lse . cmmmp??e:{! a ponnd? a.ngc‘il a dbuyty to offset the difference in
cost of manufacture, equal to about 3.18 cents, which, figured on the

cost of manufacture in England, gives about 5.09 per cent, and this
added to the 2 per cent compensatory duty gives a rate of about 7.09
per cent over augeabmre the raw-wool duty, or 27.09 per cent in all,

(¢) The rate of allowance for compensatory duty will vary in ad
valorem equivalents with the cost of the raw wool in England, and
wonld pr:%nbly increase or decrease as the cost of the raw wool in-
creases or declines, notwithstanding top costs are lower for cheaper
grades of wool.

(d) The foregoing figures are based upon the assumption that no
allowance for cost of transportation, insurance, shipping charges, ete.,
is necessary. Such allowance on these accounts as Is customa
shonld be made in order to have the figures hold sood in practice. It
is observable that an allowance of 3 cents a pound would about offset
the difference in cost, both compensatory and labor, and investment cost
that has been recogn Even if it be assumed that such costs of
transportation are only I or 2 per cent of the value of the tops, a duty
of 25 cent (incluslve of raw-wool duty) would be ample protection.

Noils and wastes : The board has dealt with the subject of noils and
wastes incidental to the manufacture of tops, explnining the way in
which these wastes originate and the extent to which they are pro-
duced in the process of developing tops from scoured wool. It is
shown (p. 623) that 100 pounds of fine wool f‘l]ves 80 pounds of tops,
the difference being waste, which Is supposed be worth as much as
10 pounds of wool. In the process of mannfacturing worsted yarns the
top is converted into roving, and a waste of about 2 or 3 per cent
occurs, while subsequentl re is an additional waste of about 2 per
cent. On the whole the coneludes that the soft wastes made in
drawing and spinning are 4 per cent, the hard wastes 2} per cent, and
the invisible wastes and shrinkage 23 t:em,1 g0 that the yield of

rn from tops would be 81 per cent. ’.Fhm would mean that on everx
i‘oo unds of tops there is a production of soft wastes equal to
pcmnsg and of hard wastes equal to 2} pounds. In the process of con-
verting yarn into cloths the waste varies considerably, running from 5
per cent to 25 per cent. The board estimates this waste at about 20
per cent of the value of the yarn- from which it is made. That is to
say, the gross volume of waste produced in making yarn is from 5
to 25 per cent of the weight of the zarn, while the wasties thus pro-
duced are sappos;d to be worth about 20 per cent, on the average, of
the total value of the yarn which has given rise to them in the process
of working up.

Raw-Woor Dury FoR NOILS.

as a specific duty 1s levied upon wool and the low products

So lon,
he cost of production, dependent as it is upon the amount of

of wool,

wool needed in the manufacture of the cloth, would determine the rate
of duty to be imposed. That is to say, the value of the wastes would

{am and wastes or cloth and wastes. The duty would need, therefore,
o be figured as a composite matter, the amount needed to protect i

granting that wastes in manufacture were equal in amount in differen

countries, being dependent upon the raw-wool duty, in a certain msﬁ
although the act figure would depend quite largely upon the deman

the Industiries which used these wastes made for em, and so fixed
their price. They can not be sald to have any definite cost of pro-
duction apart from that of the principal produets in the course of
making raw wool there brought into exlstence. The board has, there-
fore, reckoned these wastes and their value as constituting a deduction
from the cost of producing tops from wool, yarn from tops, and cloth
from yarn. Where an ad valorem system of duty is employed, the situa- .
tion is different, because the necessity of computation designed to

ascertain the amount and value of these wastes need not be undertaken,

The wastes will be nsed again simply as wool,

They act as a substitute for wool in various processes of manufac-
ture, and to that extent displace wool which would otherwise be pur-
chased for the purpose of manufacture. is true of noils and wool
wastes gene . All that is needed, therefore, In a country which -
levies an ad valorem duty upon raw wool is to treat the wastes In the
same way that raw wool Is treated. If this were not dohe it would
be cheaper for manufacturers to import such wastes from abroad for
use in domestic manufacture. They would, to that extent, cut off the
demand for domestic wastes, and the effect of this would be to lower
thelr price in the market, to say nothing of the effect thereby produced
on manufacturing process in which these wastes were brought into
existence. Inasmuch as a reduction in the value of the wastes pro-
duced in manufacture would mean an increase in the cost of carrying on
the prineipal operation which gave rise to that, a lower duty on such

es would amount to an infringement upon the duty by which the
principal process was itself protected. In the same way, a dnty on
wastes that was higher than the duoly on wool itself would operate to
keep out foreign products of the same kind and would thereby enable
the manufacturer to gain ter protection under the operation of the
co%pensatory duty than they otherwise would hawve.

ith ad valorem rates of duty, therefore, the Indieated level of rates
for the noils and wastes will be identical with the rafes on raw wool.
The board has nothing to say with reference to specific cost of tim\)duc-
tion of noils and wastes #ince they ave by-products as just indicated.
They supply the data which could be used to work out a duty if a
specific rate were desired. But their argument naturally points to the
conclusion, where ad valorem rates are employed, that the duty should
be collected at the same rate for wastes as for raw wool itself.

C. YARNS.

The Tariff Board has worked out the cost of makmg Eu'ns in the
same way as for tops, and a similar plan may be pursue estimating
the rate of duty required on yarnms.

1. Tariff duty computed: Continuing the illustration of wool at

50 cents per pound scoured in England, and a duty of 10 cents per
und or 20 per cent ad valorem on the wool imported into the United
gga.tes. with tops thereafter costing on the basis of the board's figures,

gay 756 cents per pound, as against about 60 cents in England, the
computation will be as follows: A compensatory duty, accord!ng to
the board, equal to 8 per cent of the compensatory duaty on

Assuming that this duty is 22 per cent, 8 per cent of it will be 1.8
per cent ad valorem. Beyond that the difference in cost depends upon
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the kind of yarn made. its

1y, and count. The board glves material
on the cost of making yarn

p. 645-650), and on page 648 enumerates
the cost of converting tops into 2-ply yarms, for counts ranging from
28's to 60's. First taking the lowest count, it is seen from the table
given that the total conversion cost in the United States is 12.62 cents
per pound, while in England it is said to be about one-half, or 6.81
cents. The lost of weight in yarn making is 9 pounds é\er 100 (p. 624).
This means that in the United States the cost of the yarn material
would be 756X 100-+-91 4+ 12.62, or 95.04 cents, 75 cents being assumed
as the cost of a Eound of tops.

In England the corresponding pound of yarn would cost about
60310091 +6.31, or 72.24 cents. Figuring the difference in cost,
6.31, as a peﬂ:entnﬁe of 72.24 cents, it is seen that the ad valorem
equivalent is about 8.73 per cent, and adding 1.8 per cent for the com-
pensatory duty would be 10.53 per cent over and above 25 per cent on
tops, or in all 35.53 per cent. This may be tested by comparing the
vaEue of yarn product resulting from a pound of tops in the two coun-
tries, e have seen that in the United States this would be 95.04
cents, while in England it would be 72.24 cents. The difference is
22,80 cents, which, reckoned as an ad valorem of 72.24 per cent, is
about 313 per cent. The same computation may be earried out on the
other plan, suggested in connection with tops above, i. e., allowing for
the value of recovered wastes. In that case the computation would be
a8 follows: One hundred pounds of tops yleld on the average 91 pounds
of yarn, but the wastes are worth as much as 4% pounds of tops. Im
other words, the materlal cost of gettl.n& 91 pounds of yarn equals the
cost of 9?3 unds of tops. Assuming that tops are worth 75 cents in
the Unit g(t'stes, 91 pounds of yarn will cost $71.625 for material,
and the unit cost will be 78.7 cents. Adding 12.62 cents for con-
version, the cost of 1 glmmd of yarn 1s given as 91.32 cents in the
Unlted States, and by the same method 69.31 cents in England. The
compensatory duty here is 43 per cent of 25 per cent, or 1.125 per
cent, and the conversion cost 9.1 per cent, or 10.225 per cent in all—a
total duty of 335.225 per cent ad valorem.

In these computations again no allowance has been made for the cost
of transportation necessary to put the manufacturer on a basis of com-
petition with the Ameriean producer. If 3 cents a pound allowance
were made upon the yarn valoe, it would work out in a somewhat
different way from that in the case of toﬁ however, owing to the
higher value of the yarn. In that case we have to reckon the cost of
the yarm straight through from the raw wool to the yarn. Assuming
that the cost of the tops was, as already stated, the amount needed to

roduce a pound of yarn, m , 28 shown by the board (p. 623)
B per cent greater than the amount of yarn used, it would appear tha
75 cents must be regarded as 91 l5:;er cent of the amount of tops needed
to produce a pound of yarn. This would mean that the tops necessary
to produce a pound of yarn would cost 82.42 cents. In England It
would be necessary to spend about 67 cents to get tops necessary to
produce a pound of yarn. Adding the cost of manufacturing a pound
of yarn in the United Btates at the same rate as before, B2.42 cents
must be increased by 12.62 cents, giving about 95 cents. In England
67 cents must be increased by 6.31 cents, glving 73.31 cents. The total
difference in cost is thus shown to be 21.69 cents. An allowance of 3
cents per pound for the ma.rketjnf charges would cut this to 18.69 cents
per pound, which gives an ad valorem on 73.81 of about 25.5 per cent.

2, Change in ply and count of yarn.—It should be noted that the ad
valorem rate supposedly necesssrf to protect the producer owing to
differences in cost varies material g in accordance with the chamgw i
ply and count of yarn. It should be figured, therefore, for eac &?
and count of yarn. The board has furnished data for a few of the dif-
rerent frades of yarn, and In the following table the computation has
been followed through upon the basis Indicated above. -

In the following table is shown the two grades of yarn &two-ply 32's
and 40's) whose cost s given by the board in the Unlted States and
England with the diference in cost computed as an ad valorem on the
quotation at Bradford of these particular grades of yarn:

Rates of duly on yarn necessary to equalize difference in cost belween

the United States and England.
[Cents per pound. Tarif Board report, pp. 114, 650.]
Yamn.
Ttem. 3
Two-ply | Two-ply
32's. s,
Conversion cost from tops:
United States (excluding interest)..........ccoeeeeaess 14.48 17.99
England (including interest)........... e A 8.10 10. 60
Difference. ......... 6.38 7.39
40.30 49.20
115.83 115.02
Bpecific. ......... 6.38 7.39

! Per cent.

In studying this table, it should be borne in mind throughout that
the assumption has been made that raw wool Is purchased by American
and English manufacturers on the scoured basis without payment of
duty at New York and Liverpool, respectively: that subsequently the
American manufacturer has pald his duty at 20 per cent ad valorem on
raw wool, and has taken the raw material to his establishment for the
Exr?ose of manufacturing it Into tops and yarns. This assumption may

irly be made, and the table may fairly be relied upon in view of the
assumption that the raw-wool duty is ad valorem. If the duty be
levied as at present upon the grease-pound basis, quite different results
will be produced according to wool shrinkages more or less, and accord-
ing to methods of scourlng In this country different in their fine-wool
contents from those which are pursued abroad.

8. Price study of yarns: In its first volume (p. 114) the board has
furnished data for a grim studf of yarns. These may be used for the
pur, of checking the analysis already made from the standpolnt of
cost production. In the section referred to, the board cltes the quota-
tions in England for worsted and hair yarns reported by the Bradford
Chamber of Commerce. In 1809, it gives worsted 2-ply 40’s as worth
65.9 to 75 cents per pound. In the section of the report of the Tariff
Board devoted to the sub_}ect of manufacturing (Vol. III, p. G48) the
cost per pound of converting togs into 2-ply 40's In the United States
Is given as 17.98 cents, and further (p. 650) the corresggmllnz figure in
England is given as 10.6 cents. The difference would 7.38 cents, &0
that the ce may be fairly drawn that the cost of these same

gnm, which sell at, sa{, 70 cents a pound in Bradford, England, should
about 7.88 cents higher, or 77.38 cents in the United tes, assum-
ing that the wool out of which they are made was free. In that case
the duty uired to equalize the cost of productlon on these yarns
would be 7.38 cents divided by TO cents, or 10.5 per cent. Working this
out with English cost taken as one-half American the duty would be
12.8 per cent. The former basis is the fairer. This would be a duty
iantte;s ed to equalize the cenversion cost between England and the United
ates.

No compensatory duty need be fignred in this case for the equaliza-
tion of wastes consequent upon the shrinkage of dutr—pald wool, because
this is a price, not a cost figure. These results should be compared with
the cost of Eroduction estimates already given, as based upon the fizures
of the board. Here, again, no allowance is made for transportation and
ahipglng charges, which would cut the duty from’ 10.5 per cent to possi-
bl or T per cent.

he question whether the yarns mentioned are placed upon the same
comparative basls depends upon the use of substantially the same class
of wool in manufacture. It can not be stated whether the wool thus
used was uniform in the counts of yarn ecited for quotation at Bradford
with those considered by the board in the United Btates. If we should
take the average of a number of plies and counts of yarns a nominally
more general figure would be obtained, but this appearance of general
applicabllity would be only nominal, because the thing which is o% inter-
est is the power to compete in gﬁeciﬂed grades of yarns. Absolutely
correct results can be obtained, therefore, only by comparing the cost
of production or price of specified counts with the corresponding figures
for foreign conditions.

The board states that the average value of yarn imported into the
United States was $1.05 in 1911. This was an inslgnificant amcunt,
because of the restrictive character of the duties, which did not com-
pete with domestic yarns. It can not be stated what counts they rep-
resented, but, assuming that they were those most commonly used for
fabries, it might be assumed that the econversion cost was the amouat
as already stated, in which case the rate of protection called for would
prohabl{ e not to exceed 7 per cent.

The following table shows the ad valorem duty required to
the American producer against Enflish competition, figuring English
cost as the erence between En% ish quotations for tops and yarns
at Bradford, while American cost Is taken as computed by the board.
This wonld includé interest in the English costs, but the same has been
done by the board in figuring the English costs actually given by it.
Conversion vosts of tops into yarn with raies necessary to equalize costs

between England and the United Btates.

[Cents per pound.]

rotect

Two-ply | Two-pl
Ttem. 32's. 40's. Y
Conversion costs from tops: !
United States (excluding interest)..................... 14.48 17.99
Enfland as shown by deducting Bradford quotations
Ui e ) e e i O 14.20 21.80
D e e .23 -+3.81
Mean quotations at Bradford (January to November, 1011) 2. 40. 30 40.20
Hate of duty necessary to equalize yarn costs:
A walarenn ot e 0] e s .
Bpecific. ......-.._... e e e f ) ECr

* Report, p. 650 2 Report, p. 114. 50.69 of 1 per cent.
It may be falrly concluded, therefore, that the price showing of the
board, taken in conjunection with the ﬂfﬁ;urcs for comversion cost, the
latter helnﬁ estimated upon the basis of foreign price, would point to

the necessity of an ad valorem duty of not more than 7 r cent

above the rate on tops. If tops were 5 per cent, is they wmr:led be if
there were no duty on raw wool, the duty on yarns would thus be

12 per cent. If a duty of 20 per cent were levied on raw wool, the
duty on yarns would be from 30 to 35 per cent—say, 32 per cent.
D. CLOTH.

The bhoard has computed the cost of production of cloth In a manner
decidedly different from that which has been employed In connection
with the cost of yarns and tops. IFor the latter prodicts it ascertained
costs by obtaining figures on standard grocesses, applicable to very
large volumes of product, and tabulated them in such a way as to get
at unit cost. It has rejected this method In the case of cloth because
of the helief that such a plan is not applicable. The board says that
it has been obliged to base its relative costs upon specific samples of
home and foreign products. This means that it has simply taken
selected pieces of cloth and obtained from a few mills cost estimates
thereon. The board does not state the number of mills consulted, but a
letter from Chairman Emery states that from 3 to 15 mills were asked
to figure on each sample in the United States, and that the board does
not know how many mills were consulted for each sample abroad. Yur-
thermore, the samples that were estimated upon by the different milis
were not in all cases samples made by those mills, The board says:

“QOur agent * * * vyigited the mills with specific samples and
worked out with the Eropor officials the cost under each separate
process. * * * By this detalled analysis by processes the estimates
Egme as near to the actual cost as the mill itself was able to make

em.’

The board submits two classes of samples—the one numbered con-
secutively from 1 to 53, the other from A to N. The first set of sam-
Fles were compared chiefly with costs in Engllsh mills, * Bamples of
dentical fabrics cut from the same plece were taken to England and
to the Continent.” These were American cloths. On the samples
A to N the costs were secured on * similar cloths.” In no case did
a German manufacturer figure on the cost of producing an American
fabric. They merely selected cloths which “ came very near the sample

fabrie.”

1. Character of figures: It should be definitely stated that no confi-
dence whatever can placed in these figures, for the following reasons :

(a) The cost figures secured were not obtained for identical fabries
produced in the same mills, but were secured for fabries which were
similar ; many of which were not produced at all in the mills to which
they were submitted, ulthouih they might have been.

(b) There Is no positive knowledge as to the number or representa-
tive character of the mills that made estimates on the samples,

(¢) There is no knowledge as to the methods by which the figures
secured from the different mills estimating on the same sample were
averaged. The board admits that not all of them kept their cost figures
on the same basis or in like detail.
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(d) Slight variations in fabric or slight errors In selecting mills of
the same relative grades of efficiency would In the case of unit costs
on single pieces of one fabric give rise to differences which do not seem
great in themselves when sta as unit costs, but which in the aggregate
would make very large variations in cost of operation for a period of
months, weeks, or even days.

TWhile thus absolutely rejecting the board’s cost figures on cloths, we
may subject the figures to an analysis for the pu.;gm of asce
what they indieate with respeet to the rates of duty that would be need
in order to protect the American manufa er were we to accept the
thti'o lt.h.at a duty equal to difference in cost is required by protective

rinciple.

5 In cI:)]umn 1 of the following table the number of the sample is given,
ding to the number given in volume 3, pages
report. Column 2 designates the kind of cloth

such wumber co, n
651 f., of the bo:

by representative letters (with key at the bottom of the page). In
columms 3 and 4 is shown cloth cost in the United Btates and in Eng-

, vely. Columng 5, 6, and 7 relate to conversion cost and
cost, English cost, and the difference between the two,
] is the outla reg;ﬂred for converting yarn into
cloth. The bom; (p. 651 t this conversion cost means " the
total expense in manufacturing yarn into finishaed cloth ready
for use by the customer. It does not include the cost of the yarn, but
faea inciude the amounts expended for both direct and indirect lahor,
or departmental materials in the several processes of manufaeture, an
the charge for general expense.”

Referring to the board's cost schedule, the general expense schedule
is found on m 636, where eral expense is analyzed into works
expense and charges, the latter including insurance, taxes, depre-
ciation, and other items. .

Tariff Board cloth and conversion estimates of samples in Uniled States and in England, with difference in conversion costs, and the resulting tarif duly.

Per cont Per cent of differ-
Cloth cost. Conversion cost. of Ameri-| Fercent | ence in conver-
of English]  gion costs. Rateas-
i el o0 sumed to | Resul
; Kind of version | SomVer ting
Sample No.— cloth. cost to n‘l:n cost Sq_gﬂn é::;lﬂ
-English United Eng: 1o Amer-| To Dy h
%gmmm In!gag- American. | (same | Difference.| 8 H“i‘o':'t"t‘h ican cloth lish elo yarm.
cloth). T:lnthemt. cost. cost.
¥ $0.205 $0. 1535 $0. 080 $0. 0401 $0.0399 27.12 26.12 13.53 25.99 30 55.99
G .28 . 224 .083 . 0415 0415 29.64 18.53 14.82 18.53 30 38.53
F .48 .1518 .089 . 0483 0402 35.80 32.15 16.21 26. 48 30 56. 48
G .33 .1796 L1086 . 085 041 32.82 36.19 12.60 2.83 30 5283
¥ 337 .1906 .18 . 0556 L0624 35.01 27.86 18.52 31.26 30 Gl1. 26
F 44T L2872 127 . 0572 . 0698 28.41 19.92 15. 62 24.30 30 54.30
¥ .438 . 2566 .132 0614 . 0706 30.14 23.93 16.12 27.51 20 57.51
E .52 |, . 3301 .133 0661 .0669 | . 25.%2 10. 49 12.87 19.73 30 49.73
C .T72 L4134 .145 0639 L0761 18, 16. 67 9.88 18. 41 30 48.41
¥F L6895 L3378 . 185 . 0698 . 0852 271.73 20. 66 16. 00~ 28.18 30 58.18
C T el .165 -081 - ] T e T} e
B .640 . 83451 .163 LO0TTT .0903 25. 22.52 13.91 28.17 0 56.17
c . 453 . 3323 174 . 0863 . 0877 38.41 25.97 19. 36 26.39 30 56.89
C . 634 - 405 .178 LOTTT . 1003 .22 19.19 15.34 2477 30 54.77
E .T08 . 3654 .190 . 0853 L1047 23.81 23.34 13.12 28. 65 30 58.65
E . 0602 . 4721 212 L1107 . 1013 30.64 28.45 14.64 21.46 30 51.46
E -63, 4667 .212 . 1067 . 1053 3118 22.86 15.49 22.56 30 52.56
C iy (IR N, .218 » . 119 M1 0N 1. . eli & MR
B i {, S s atadianics .215 L0081 124 e B G S W8 M EL
E . 716 . 5037 .216 . . 1126 30.17 20.53 15.73 2.35 30 62.35
C 720 . 4397 -217 . 039 .128 20.77 20.24 17.56 20.11 30 59.11
B L 804 L4011 222 1193 - 1027 24.53 24.29 11. 49 20.91 30 50.91
B .B35 AT . 235 104 .131 28.14 22,13 15.69 27.87 30 57.87
G .811 6061 .240 . 0985 . 1415 20.59 16.25 17.45 23.35 30 53.35
C . 903 . 245 .1136 L1314 27.13 20.81 14.55 24.07 30 54.07
a L7099 5175 L2409 100 .140 31. 16 21.06 17.52 27.05 30 57.05
E .998 . 4763 . 250 .1043 L1457 25.05 21.90 14.80 30.59 30 60. 50
(4] 847 . 408 .254 F . 156 20.99 24.02 18.42 38.24 30 68.24
B .828 eI LU et L0 B DR e ST S Wonie' 30
D 265 A17 .148 23.87 16.69 13.83 2.1 30
c 206 «282 L1114 L1708 WAL D Lo 30
C St A <200 ) { AR .63 |- vanns 36.40 30
E # . 291 .1357 .1553 27.93 10.86 14.90 2.73 30
D 965 . 293 1207 1723 30.36 2%.62 17.85 36.57 30
E B e s L T L g5 2 RRCSIUES ooy SN malal i iR 30
B 1.556 110 300 154 146 19.28 14.00 0.38 13.27 30
A 126 8421 +300 1 . 1584 81 17.05 12.41 18.57 30
D 1.66 . 7425 a1 .1165 L1845 26.67 15.69 16.68 .19 30
B 1.06: 1. s A -l SRR S L R ey LR b s wo s haa ma e wisluin a g Ao 30
E 088 Lecaai it o T T e e T by dy SR e e i i 30
A 1.141 L701 .360 <1547 31.55 29.29 13.58 2.07 30
B 1.417 -85 . 362 152 210 25. 55 17.88 14.82 4.7 30
E LI Loos 45 s e o SR, D S B et s I e Lo AL e e Rl 30
A 1.661 1.054 . 365 L1877 1773 21.97 17.81 10.67 16.82 30
D 1.504 L9512 .370 L1671 . 2029 24.60 17.67 13.49 21.33 30
A 1.709 1.0996 . 386 L1861 L1989 "22.59 16.92 11.70 18.18 30
A 1. 503 L9152 .382 .16 222 25.42 17.48 14.77 24.26 30
A 1.340 . 8190 002 »1024 .1996 20.06 23.40 14.80 24.37 30
B 1.332 . 7641 . 306 L1512 .48 .73 19.79 18.38 82.04 30
D P R e PR ] e AT o B o o Repe T RC] AN il 30
A ? Sy P N iRt BRI S e NG RS ReELES bl B ieste 30
D 2.136 L2957 .632 2376 . 3044 2.5 18.90 18. 3138 30
T L s s i A 2.233 1234 .693 339 354 31.03 .47 15 & 28 60 30

A. Btaples and piece dyes.  B. Berges. C. Fancy woolens. D. Fancy worsteds. E. Women's wear.  F. Lightweight women's wear. G. Cotton warp.

2. Mode of computing tariff: It Is evident that to ascertain the
tariff on the board’s theory meeded to protect the American manufac-
turer in the process of cloth making the English conversion cost must
be dedueted from the American, as is done in column 7, and the differ-
ence must be rded as the amount of protection needed. In columns
B and O the rela of total American conversion cost to total American
cloth cost and the percentage of English conversion cost to total English
cloth cost have been figured, for reasons which will later appear. In
columns 10 and 11 are given the percentage of the difference in con-
version cost to American cloth and to English cloth cost, There
may be a division of opinion which of these should be used as the
basis for flguring the tariff duty reguired. Taking the most extreme
case, however, it may be assumed that an English manufacturer pro-
duces cloth at the cost indicated by the board, ships it to the United
Btates without expense for transportation and without interest on
capital, commission charges, or other outlays of the kind, and sells It
in the American market. In that case, if he sold at cost, the American
producer would need a tariff based on the English cost as compared
with the difference in conversion cost, supposing that the duties were
to be levied upon an ad valorem basis.

These figures are given in column 11 and range from 13 %r cent up
4o 38 per cemt or more. The average is 24.49 per cent. 'his figure
may be taken, then, as the extreme rate of duty needed to protect the
Ameriean manufacturer on the is of cost of production under

the tl"l:’eol'y of the board, accepting its cost figures as unguestionably
correc

It will be noted, however, that this duty amounts only to a protec-
tion on the process of makin
the duty properly to be

cloth. It must, therefore, be ad to
under the board's figures uopon the

material, yarn, of which cloth is made. In order to get absolutely
correct results on this subject it would be necessary to have cost figures,
from the raw material up, for every kind of yarn used in the manfac-
ture of these cloths. Those can not be obtained, because the board does
not glve complete figures for cvergeply and count of yarn. It may, how-
ever, falrly be assumed that the board is honestly representing the case
in stating that the costs for yarn which it has presented, as well as its
cost for tops, are representative. Bupposing that to be true and accept-
ing the average of production of its fops and yarns as the basis
for duty upon the yarns used in producing each of these representative
samples, it will be found (see tabulation elsewhere) that the cost figures
on yarns and tops point to the necessity of an average duty of, say,
30 c&er cent on the yarn In order to equalize differences in cost of Pru-
duction. The same duty must then, of course, be ap&;ed to the ecloth
cost as a basic rate under the conditions fixed by the rd.
This estimated rate has been set down In column 12 as the addition
which should be made to the dutles presented in column 11 for the par-
ose of getting at the total requi duty. In column 13 Is presented
e combination of the two duties enumerated in columns 11 and 12,
which represents the total tariff doty on these samples required under
the board’s figures. It will be found that this makes an average duty
in the aggregate gfoot of column 13) amounting to abonut 65 per cent.
However, for the purpose of practical legislation this can not be ne-
cepted as the basis of action. has already been noted that no nllow-
ance was made for transportation from England to the United States,
nor for the actoal and necessary capital cost, Independent of profit
necessary for carry. the goods, insuring them In transit, pnivmg com-
missions in this country, and placing them on the market. It will be
ed as a very conservative estimate to figure this outlay at 10 per




1912.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD—HOUSE.

4045

cent of the cost of goods from the factory to the retailer, entirely inde-

ndent of profit, and this leaves 45 per cent. Moreover, it wiﬁ have
ggen noted that in certain portions of the discussion of estimated cost
of yarns, figures were given which included an &lement of profit, be-

cause the board presented the data in this manner. If this item in-
cluded for profit were eliminated, the figures of cost would be corre-
spondingly redu% and the rates of duty needed for protection would
be likewise lessened.

German and American ple cloth end 7 costs, with per cent of conversion cost, and rezulting tariff duty.
[Tariff Board Report, pp. 604 to 704.]
Cloth eost (Includ- Per cent of differ-
ing ex- Conversion cost. olﬁmmmt I:%l'm‘ ence in conver-
pense). can con- “G“ sion cost— Rate as- =
version | Al con- sumed to| Result-
Semple Kind of cloth. cost to | Versin equaliss | ing tarit
0. s United | oter 0 To To duty on ty.
Uniteq | In Ger- | Ameri- | o0 o) | Differ- | States cloth |American
States. many. can. ence. cloth e dattlil. uiuttl'a
g cost. cog o8
Accoo..| Worsted suitings. .....cccoeeaesanianiia sivaen] LTI §1.119 $0.495 | $0.283 | §0.212 28.05 25.29 12.40 18.95 30 48.05
B = L erE e A A IS AR IR e i L2 .50 .278 222 265. 88 22.75 11.94 18.17 30 48.17
C......| Blackdrape worsted........coceoeonnmennnooo] 22462 1.522 784 480 205 84.00 32.13 13.13 19. 30 49.38
Dol Fnewarsted. .t laa s iR ny 2 Bn 1.328 .71 436 274 31.79 32.83 12.27 2.63 30 50.63
b aht anty-wongtad U, o L L i s S R L s 1.129 413 246 <167 26,43 21.79 10. 69 14.70 30 44.79
renasa] MOR S ATy BOTRR. .l it anvaasannn PRIt it & -1 1.395 - 666 +370 296 28.69 26,52 12.75 21.23 30 51.22
selaes] MEDBERIER. .\ inanmeianivns s e T L9778 | L208 527 315 -212 26.65 26.08 10.72 17.55 30 47.556
eases] Frncy worsted......... Eerii o R Pt R S AL .BOOT 47 -286 +184 33.62 31.79 13.16 20.45 30 50. 45
Unfinished worsted.......ccceeivaccioacsoncnn 1.684 1.086 .47 265 205 27.01 24. 40 12.17 18.88 30 48.88
b B b R L NN IR SR B | 1.052 521 . 301 .220 35.42 28.61 14.96 20.91 30 50.91
K L S e e e R e e weait | 1782 110 -522 -288 234 29.29 26. 18 13.13 21.27 30 51.
L......| Fancy serge._.__.. e e e A e e L R 1.053 . .81 «248 34.07 20,44 15.14 23.55 30 53.55
M. _..|Fanoyworsted. ... .. .. .. . li.l.coeiies 222 LB46 1282 - «275 211 28.33 22.32 11.43 17.13 30 47.13
i | LAY dos. . S B S BN T N ebE etk LT28 1.208 . -257 .211 27.08 .27 12,21 17.47 30 47.47

The same method of computation has been followed in Table 14 with
regard to German costs. ese have been ave in a similar man-
ner, show the supposed need of an average tariff duty on the process
of cloth making amounting to 19.28 per cent. Adding this to the yarn
costs, it appears that the total average rate of duty required to protect
against Germany would be 51 per cent, or, on a basis of 30 per cent
yarn duty, 49 per cent. If the same deduction of 10 per cent were
made, as in the case of the other collection of samples, the remaining
duty would be 39 per cent.

All these cloths were ineluded under paragraphs 5 and T of H. R.
11019, vetoed by President Taft, at 40 and 45 per cent ad valorem.

The average duty on German and English cloths, as figured above, if
they were to be combined in a weighted or true average, would be about
46 per cent. The rates in paragraphs 5 and 7 of H. R. 11019 were 40
and 45 per cent, respectively. \

3. Equalization of costs: Further analysis of the table throws much
light on the situation in respect to cloth cost in the United States and
abroad and the rates of duty supposed to be necessary to equalize these
costs. Considering the table without any reference to the duties on
yarn or the total tariff duties, and simply with regard to the data indi-
cated as being necessary by reason of the difference in cost of produc-
tion, it is seen that very wide variations of cost difference are to be
noted. Thus, in column 11, showing the per cent of difference in con-
version cost stated as an ad wvalorem percentage of the English cloth
cost, it is seen that some figures run as hiﬁgh as 363 per cent in Eng-
land, e other figures run as low as 16.8 cent. It is an obvious
fact that a rate of duty which would, on the board’s theory, protect the
American manufacturer against English competition in one case would
not be satisfactory in the other. A number the le cloths studied
hg the board show less than 25 per cent, while several run higher than
that. Analyzing the column further, it Is found that nearly one-half
of the total number are below 25 per cent.

There is no explanation of the reasons for the extreme variation in
the board’s report, but it would appear to be largely due to differences
in the cost of the yarn stock. In columns 3 and 4 are given the cloth
cost in the United States and in England, and In columns 5 and 9 the
cost of conversion in American and English mills,. While there are
considerable differences in the conversion costs per yard, it seems evi-
dent from a study of the figures that the principal foundation for dif-
ferences between the United States and England is the variation in yarn-
stock cost. It will be observed in columns 3 and 4 that In the more
expensive fabrics the difference in cloth cost is large, but that it does
nﬁ? necessarily follow that a disproportion of the great difference in
conversion cost exists. For example, sample No. 46 shows a cloth cost
in the United States of §1.T1, while in Great Britain the cloth cost is
$1.10. Yet the conversion cost in the United States was 38.6 cents and
in England 18.61 cents.

Although there was a difference of 61 cents in cloth cost, this par-
ticular sample showed no greater margin of difference than did others.
About 41 cents per yard was due to the difference in yarn-stock cost.
In a similar way samgie No. 12 shows a cloth cost in the United States
of 64.9 cents, while England the cost is 34.51 cents, a difference of
approximately 30 cents. The difference in conversion cost was about 9
cents, the conversion cost In the United States being nearly 17 cents.
Thus of the difference in cloth cost fully 21 cents, or nearly one-third
of the cloth cost in the United Btates, was due to differences in yarn-
stock cost. Without going into this Phase of the subject at greater
length, it may be sald generally that the higher differences in cost of
production are due to the higher cost at which the United States is
compelled to get its f‘am. and that this, as seen in our sections on yarn
and tops, is primarily due to the unequal working of the duty on’raw
wool, which works unevenly upon wools of different fineness and spin-
n[ng“?uality. If such inequalities were removed much of the varlation
in erences of cost between the United States and Enfland would dis-
appear and there wonld be a tendency to reduce differences im cost
toward the level of the fabrics which show the lower differences.

4. Variation by countries: The figures in Table 14, contrasted with
those in Table 13, show that the amount of duty needed to equalize
difference in production between the United States and Germany are
very much smaller than those needed to equalize differences be
the United States and England. As there shown, the average per-
centage of difference in conversion cost, figured as an ad valorem of
German cloth cost, s less than 20 per cent, and in the case of ome
fabric runs below 15 per cent. This presumably shows that the cost of

roduction in Germany s hlﬁhcr than in England, as com with the
%nited States. The comparison c¢an not be an accurate one, since the
board’s analysis of samples did not employ the same fabrics for com-

petitive purposes in its study of conditions in any as in England,

but the tendency may fairly be stated as already indlcated. It is there-
fore worth noting that certain German fabrics show, according to the
board’s figures, necessity for a smaller amount of dufy than for any of
the fabrics included in the English list. is doubtless due to con-
ditions under which the raw material is obtained. For ex-mfle sample
B, in Table 14 shows, a cloth cost in the United States of $1.56 and in
Germany of $1.13. The conversion cost in the United States was 41.3
cents and in Germany 24.6 cents, or a difference of 16.7 cents. This
was a case where cost of raw material was decidedly high as compared

th the cost of most of the raw material used In the g:u.glish fabries,
and where the difference in conversion cost was therefore a compara-
tively small gfrcentage of the total cost. With this may be contrasted
sample H, which shows an American cloth cost of $1.40 and a German
cloth cost of 90 cents, while the difference of converslon cost was 18.4
cents. Here the difference between the cloth cost between the two
countries was 50 cents, as against the difference of 43 cents in the case
of sample B, but the lower basis of ad valorem computation in the case
of sample H led to a relatively higher rate of duty—=20.45 per cent.
thriv of these wide of difference, not only between different
fabrics in the same counfry, but between different fabrics in different
countries, would be elimina: If all were ced upon the same foot-
ing with reference to access to raw material, free raw material in the
United States would probably give us a distinet advantage over some
foreign countries that produce woolens, this difference bein probably
in not a few instances sufficient to more than offset the dm?erences in
conversion cost. Under present conditions, what is sufficlent protection
against one country is not, accord to the board's report, sufficient
protection against others, while an adequate duty directed against the
products of the stronger competitive countries imposes an unnecessary
disadvantnfe opon those which are thus placed under the obligation of
pnytlng a high rate of duty more than corresponding to the dlﬂf%arenoe in
cost.

Eeeping In mind the fact that there are many differences in cost
among American mills themselves, the policy which Imposes duty at a
rate sufficiently high to protect against the most efficient mills abroad,
1ev¥ing the same rate on the goods which come from countries not
8o favorably situated with reference to raw material, gives large dt:?ree
of protection to the products of American mills of the less efficlent
class, and enables them to continue in business in certaln classes of
fabrie with costs of production that are needlessly high and that both
might and wounld be very easily reduced, were they subject to even a
moderate amonnt of competition from foreign mills. While, as already
gtated, there is no reason to regard the sample study of the board as
entitled to confidence, tue results, so far as they f{ndicate anything,
emphasize the necessity for either mlfning rates of doty on a basis to
protect the most efficient domestic mills against the most efficient mills
abroad or reclassifying fabrics with a view to lowerlff the rates upon
those that can Dbear such cuts better than others. either of these
inferences from the board’'s ﬁ;ium as to the cost of sample fabrics were
to be accepted, the rate of duty considered necessary for E;)tecﬂve pur-
poses would be greatly less than that which has already 7 indicated.

E. READY-MADE CLOTHING.

The board has investigated the subject of ready-made clothing
has reported on this subject in Volume III (pt. 4, pp. 843046
which ed information concerning men's an
made clothing,

Discuss th

and
), in
women's ready-

knit sgucui!a. ete,

e cost of men's guits (p. 860), it Is found In the case of
cheap suits ($8 and u.nderi the material cost is about 47.1 Yer cent, the
trim: 13.7, or a total of 60.8 per cent. Manufacturing cost, in-
cluding direct labor and factory expense, is 22 per cent, while overhead
expense is 6.9 per cent and profit is 10.1 per cent. From this it is
clear that the amount of tarif duty left upon the goods going Into
the suit itself should be the same to the extent of 60. r cent of the
suit, as on the raw material of which it is composed. If there were a
duty of 45 per cent upon the cloth and trimmings used In the manu-
facture of a sult, this presumably should represent the rate of duty
upon the finished product so far as that consists of the material thus
made dutiable. In other classes of manufacture the method adopted
by the board in estimating tariff duties has been to figure the differ-
ence between the production cost, exclusive of material, in the United
States and foreign countries, and then to add this difference as an
excess tariff duty over and above the duty on the raw material.

The guestion with reference to ready-made clothing s, therefore,
whether 30 cent of the costs of manufacturing clothing which is
found to be due to labor and factory expense and overhead charges is
freater in the United States than abroad. There is no definite in-
ormption in the board's data g the cost of manuafacturin
clothing, ifasmuch as costs do not appear to have been ascertain
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abroad upon the same basis. About all that can be said, therefore, Is
that, so far as the board's information goes, there is no reason for
increasing the tariff on ready-made cloth above the rate of tariff
imposed upon the cloth and material out of which such clothing is
made. The rate of duty fixed in H. R. 11019 upon ready-made cloth-
ing was 45 per cent, which was the est rate given upon any
article provided for in the bill except car (par. 17). The board fur-
nishes a number of indirect reasons for that no excess duty is
needed for the gun:mse of protecting the ready-made clothing industry
against sl.clggoae excess cost in foreign countries. It states that the
total ann manufacture of ready-made clothing In this country in
1900 was about $486,000,000 for men's and $385,000,000 for women's
wear, making a total of more than $870,000,000, °
The amount of importations of ready-made clothing under the tariff
law In 1910 was $1,776,236, and the amount which was estimated as
likely to be imported wnder H., R. 11010 during a 12-month perlod
about £5,000,000. H. R. 11019 proposed to reduce the rate from 81.31
r cent (equivalent ad valorem for 1910) to 45 per cent. The fact
that ready-made clothing is an article which does not pass to any
eat extent into international trade, owing to the fact that there are
arge differences In styles between the counntries, and that very lar
variations in cost may occur withont greatly affecting the trade in
such clothing. It is probable that a large proportion of the small
amount of cur imports of ready-made clothing at the present time
represent the value of goods brought home by returning travelers, and
have no relation whatever to the rates of the tariff. e board, more-
over, makes it clear that probably one-third of the existing retall
price of rendf-madu clothing represents char; for retalling, adver-
tising, ete., all of which items are probably the subjects of competi-
tlont mtlfl need not be provided for in the tariff as the subjects of special
rotection.
¥ Very little attention need be given to the board's estimate of the
cost of different elements entering into the manufacture of different
garments. The inquiry of the board was conducted entirely by the
sample method, and may, or may not, have represented the general
average cost in the Industry. It Is an inieresting fact that Iin analyzing
typleal suits, the cost of Ohlo wool has been used as the basis for the
computation, notwithstanding the fact that the Ohio wool does not sell
in the market any higher than wool of similar guality from other
sources, although Its expense of production was found to be very
much greater than wool grown In the States farther west. Therefore,
so far as the board's incomplete data on ready-made clothing afford
light upon duties, they would appear to indieate a tariff identical with
that on the cloth used in making the clothing.

F. ENIT GOODS.

In connectlon with Its discussion of ready-made clothing, cost
analyses are B‘:fl\ﬂm by the board (pp. 911-946) with reference to
sample knitt garments, such as sweate: mittens, ete. Here, as
in the case of the ready-made clothing, comparative data for foreign
countries are absent. he analysis is made from the establishments
of the United States, and the effort of the board has been to segregate
the different items of cost, so as to show the cost of stock, labor, and
factory expense. The general showing made by the board is that the
materials used consist of the coarser grades of yarn, while the proe-
esses of manufacture are aﬁ:arently less costly than those producing
cloth. Thus, for emn;Ple, the sample study made by the Dboard it
was found that, for instance, in smrlle 49, the stock cost of the sample
was 94 cents rer yard, while American conversion cost was 40 cents,
making a total cloth cost of $1.34. In English mills the yarn for a
yard cost 61 cents, and the manufacturing cost was 15 cents, giving a
total cloth cost of 76 cents ‘par ard. ~ The labor in the conversion cost
for the United States was found to be 21.8 cents per yard. Contrast-
ing this with the Cardlﬂm jacket, taken by the board as a sample in
the knit-goods investization (p. 920), it was found that the cost for
gtock and tr!mmlngs in a dozen garments was $11.68, while the conver-
slon cost was £8.16. The total mill cost, therefore, was $19.84,

In the United Statea the labor outlay for conrerﬂng arn (No. 49)
into cloth was about 16 per cent, while in the case of the knit goods
the labor outlay was about 80 per cent of the total. The labor outlay
on sample No. 49 was, however, al G4 per cent of the actual con-
version cost from yarn to finished , while in the Ca an jackets
it was about 70 per cent. In their samples it appears that the labor
cost of conversion Is about two-thirds the total cost of conversion,
while numerous instances are given by the board in which the relation-
ghip between labor cost of conversion from yarn to finished cloth is

of the stock cost as compared with the labor cost entering the product.
If these two factors be considered to offset each other, %n a ::ﬁuasure:
the rate of duty on carpets might be regarded as about the same as that
placed on the coarser fabrics, whatever that may be. In proportion
as the e%uantity of materials other than wool increases the amount of
nontaxed material In the goods also Increases, and hence the aggregate
amount of duty, which has been sustained in turning out a prbduc%ao!
a glven value, is reduced. How great a reduction this should permit
in the rates of duty as compared with the maximum rate to be author-
ized ﬂ:&on the best Eades of carpets can not be stated on the basis of
a.n)F g conpﬁned the report of the board.

he board’s report, however, shows a materially smaller difference
in cost between the United States and other countries with respect to
| the coarser varleties of carpets, which employ less labor and capital
relatively to the amount of material included in them. The lower
counts of yarn have a decidedly lower cost of production, both abso-
lutely and relatively, than do the higher counts employed in the manu-
facture of the betfer grades of fabrics. The inference to be drawn,
therefore, from this part of the report is that a reduction of duty on
the lower grades of carpets, not only because of the smaller roportion
of taxed materfals in them, but also because of the fact tha¥ g0 much
less actual labor is entzgloyed. unit for unit, In their production. The
rate of reduction in the duties on ecarpets below the maximum rate
assigned to the best grades of carpets can not, therefore, be measured
as a percentage of the amount of duty charged over and above the rate
on raw wool. This would be true on‘.{ if carpets were composed ex-
clusively of wool, or at all events in the same proportion tgnt holds
good of the other fabries. Where the use of other raw materials has
entered this is not the case. This situation is recognized by the board
in connection with its studg of cloths, where it olng out that its rates
of compensatory duty apc{l g to fabrics made wholly of wool (p. 626)
but that the situation is different where cheaper materials are employed'
while there is no test that will disclose the proportion of nolls, shoddy'.
etc., to new wool in the many varieties of fabrie.

There is noth;:;F whatever in the board’s report which affords any
reason for modifying or changing the rates on carpets fixed in H. H.
11019 in relation to the other rates fixed in that b!lf Bhould a change
be made in the rates on raw wool, tops, and yarns as compared wlgh
those carried in H. R. 11019, reason would be afforded for changing the
rates on carpets, but the former products remaining the same there
is nothing whatever to support a change in the rates in the carpet
paragraphs.

RECAPITULATION ON TARIFF BOARD BEPORT.

1. The theory of applying tariff duties according to the difference
in the cost of production In this and In foreign cougntrtes, upon which
the board has projected and prepared its report, is entirely erroneous
and untenable. Furthermore, if this theory could have been system-
atically and carefully applied, it would not have afforded trustworthy
results for guldance in preparing tariff legislation.

2, The beard's report is fragmentary and Incomplete, and rests on
an incorrect statistical basis. Hence it has no claims to confidence
for the results set forth therein, even should the rellability of the
theor% of the cost of production be conceded.

3. Those persons who are willing to overlock the lack of theoretical
soundness and of statlstical accuracy will find the data of the report
too rrxgmentar{ and incomplete to admit of conclusions with refer-
ence to rates of tariff duty. Even under the most favorable interpre-
tation of the report conclusicns as to dutles can be reached for onl
a few paragraphs of the woc! schedule, and for these paragraphs
is not possible to formulate definite conclusions, because the Egures
vary widely and seriously lack uniformity and comparability. So
much is this the case that justification is apparently afforded In the
report for rates that are in conflict with one another. It is thus seen
that the report leaves the tﬁestlon of thc tariff duties on wool as much
unsolved as before the Tariff Board was formed.

4. So far as conclusions can be drawn from the board’s report, it
furnishes nothing to justifly any change in the rates }woposed in H. I,
11019. With full recognition of the incomplete, fragmentary, and
unsatisfactory nature of the data, and with full admlssion of the in-
adeqnate and unrellable basis afforded for eomputations, the follow-
ing table may be regarded as setting forth as well as it is possible to
do the conclusions as to the rates of duty justified by the report.

Comparative equivalent ad valorem rates of duty in 1910 and 1911 with

substantially the same, or is higher. There appears to be

no r
therefore, for assuming that any larger allowance for protection should
be made upon knit goods than upon ready-made clo lnf or fabries.
The knit goods are made from the lower and coarser qualities of yarn,
and there Is less difference in the cost of production, probably, of such

arns between the United States and foreign countries than there is on

{he finer yarns when labor and capital costs are considered. The fair
inference would be, therefore, that the duty required on the knit goods
would be less than the duty called for upon fabries.

G. CARFETSH.

No data whatever are furnished by the board with reference to car-
Fets exce]iltl a few general statements concerning the position of the
ndustry Volume 1 (pp. 169-188). These statements are purel
descriptive of methods of manufacture, amounts of importation an
exportation, etc. The tariff history with reference to carpets is given.
The board points out (p. 169) that the difficulty in fixing tariff rates on
carpets has been to arrange matters in such a way that the rates should
revent the introduction of third-class wool and its use as a substitute
or clothing wool. This is a difficulty which grows out of the applica-
tion of specific duties, with considerable variations in the amount of
wastes produced in the process of manufacturing, ete. If an ad valorem
duty is levied upon third-class wools, upon the same basis as on the
first and second class, the difficulties arising out of variations in com-
pensation involved in the specific-duty system are removed. Assuming
that the ad valorem chxrge on carpet wools is the same as on other
wools, two guestions arise in connection with tariff duties (1) whether
the relation between the raw material employed in the manufacture of
the finished product bears approximately the same relationship to the
wvalue of labor in carpets as is the case of fabrics made from ?he finer
wools, and (2) whether the Industry employs about the same proportion
of tax-free materials as does that which deals with fabries.

On these points the board furnishes little or no information, and
what it does furnish is incidental to its discussion of other phases of
the Industry. The conclusion to be drawn from the statistical matter
furnished is that. owing to the use of raw materials other than wool,
which are dutiable at a much lower rate, or are free of duty, there
is much less reason for the levying of dutles at the same rate on
carpets as upon fabrles. The fact that the raw material is so much
less valuable than in the case of the fabric tends to reduce the value

those of H. R. 22195, together with the rates computed from the
Tariff Board report as equalizing cost of production.
Ad valorem rates per cent.
Equivalent, com-
Item. puted from im- Comput~
ports of— H.R, |¢dfrom
2195 | Board
1010 1011 report.
Unmanufactured wool.............. 44.31 42.20 20 0-25
Noils, wastes, shoddies, mungo, flocks,
ete., and all other wastes or rags com- |
posed wholly or in of wool, n. 8. p. f. 38.96 34.99 2 0-
Combed wool or P e s - (0] 25 53
Wool and hair advanced in any man-
LT vy e SR WSTE SR S 86.33 89.93 25 50
Combed wool or tops, and wool and hair
sdvanced, 8t0.....cccovnemesncacnanianas| 105,19 | 150,03 25 5-4
Yarns made wholly or in part of wool..... B2.38 76. 61 30 12-
Cloths, knit fabrics, felts not woven, and
manufactures of wool, n. 8. p. f...... 97.11 95.26 40 32-70
Blankets and flanmels..........cccooon.n o 95.57 93.06 |30and 45 @
Dress goods, women’s and children’s, coat
linings, Italian cloths, bunting, and
similar goods, n. s.dp. f e s s on] 1085 102.11 45 32-70
Clothing, ready-made, and articles of
wearing ap of every description,
Including shawls, whether knitted or
woven, and knitted articles of every
depﬁm,ﬁmtf ----------- feasn Bcees §1.31 78.05 45 32-70
e g8, gOTings, suspenders, braces,
ban W e 87.06 B4.76 35 )
Carpets and carpeting............o.oeonn.|  00.65 61.62 25-50 | (1)

i Combed wool or tops not reported. 2 No data furnished by Tariff Board.
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In ma.k.'ln.% the computations from which have resnlted the rates | best revenue-producing t?o!.ntl. and these rates should, if enacted into
shown in Table 15, as justified by the Tariff Board's data, the most ex- | law, permit such ties of imports as will effectively regulate do-
senxive and diffieult conditions indicated by the data as nttendinf pro- | mestic prices. Such competition would be an important service te the
uction have been employed with a view to being more than just in the pmgle. as it would encourage increased comsumpt and production by
conclusions. As will be observed from the figures shown, the necessl making more nearly normal the conditions of supply and demand. The
of protection to equalize the diference in the cost of production beyon report of the Tariff Board, so far as it admits of eonclusions, shows
the rates carried by H. R, 11019 exists in but few instances, and these | that the rates which meet the consymer's needs also sufliclently satisfy
are in all probabil t{ the result of the high costs which bave been pre- | those of the producer.
sented and used by the board in the eomputations. ReVENUE oF H. R. 22195,

5. In preparing H. R. 11019 of last session and H. R. 22195 of this As the committee is resubmitting to the House the hill presented at
session no intentional provision was made for protection, the emdeavor | the last session of Congress, with no chanﬁe of basis or rates, no change
belng to reduce and ad rates o as to produce the largest amount of | in its revenue estimate is called for. In the following table is presented
revenue consistent with the proper consideration of the consumer. It iz | with other data the results of the computation furnished in the repert
believed that the rates of this approach very closely, at least, to the | which accompanied H. R. 11019 (H. Rept. 45, 62d Cong., 1st sess.) :

Summary of imports end duties for the fiscal years 1910 and 1911, with estimated imports and duties for @ 12-month period under H. B. 22195

Paragraph Twelve-month under
y :_ wel E&od H.R.
Aver- | ad va-
Ttem. Year| Quantity. Valoe. Duties | 8f°_ | lorem Estimated
H.R.| Actof value. | duty | Rateol | gotimateq | duties under
2185 1009, ‘,";ﬁ,;’_‘ ot imports. o
1910 | 256,606,638. 14 | §47,687,293. 20 728.74 [ $0.186 | 44.31 [..........
Unmanufactured wool (pounds)....... 1| 380371 11 | 165,900,539.08 | 20/ 672 238 52 %}%x‘mn 73| 4292
Noils, wastes, sheddies, mungo, 5
ete., and all other wastes or rags 2| s7a-g7e 1010 577, 720.00 203,509. 25 ot R A B e, [
compos?-d{whou }orinpartofw P 1911 461,259. 00 191,391. 00 66, 963. 90 +415 | 34.99 20
n.s. pnundy.; it S PR
Com wool or tops, and wool and
hai advanced in sy manner, 1. 5. B e ] g g
Yarns made wholly of i part of wool 250, 88830 326, 856.02 209,206.16 | .908 | 52.38
CDORTAR)E s s Jehtaos e ) ) 177,525, 48 186, 654. 03 143,004.7¢ | 1.05 | 76.61
” 5,897,029.98 | 6,104,140.39 | §,957,758.72 | 1.08 | 97.27
Cloths (pounds).....——c---- -oonce- 4,823,553.08 | 5,226,551.07 | 4,985,414.93 | 1.68 | 95.39
Knit fabrics (mot wearing apparel) 34,562 54 86,999, 88 35,430.67 | 1.07 | 95.76
A e | gemal | b | oo
S o A R R
ESuates (POGIS)o s arenonsnar 13,017.00 11,709.00 12,0253 | [0 |103.20 |"
All other manufactures, n. 5. p. L. 362,975.75 393, 402. 91 371,700.96 | 1.08 | 94.50 |
m(pumm‘ a’muuxm ......... 207,182.82 |  2336,932. 212,820.14 | 1,13 | 9284
s woven, 6,403, 612. 60 658,258.07 | 6,465,884.31| 104 | .11
;mfl. :nmmn;nm ey e 5,226,374.90 g:ws,m. 10| §5,417,205.82 | 1L.09 | 95.28
""""""""""" 53,024.90 45,905, 47 767.77 e A B FER A NE S I AT D |
Blankets (pounds) . .............. AT gyl | 4 sty S T
Flannels A » 122,804 35 127,644.93 RIf=ciocy o oot ol
e s e — Y o SO0 L0850 ... 10585 T 62 638000 72,859.00
et s e ’ 379 om0 | lyseLse|  1m2sw0.en [l Hoand 5 | 258, 430.00 | 301,851 00
D o e || 7] g0 am Jf1010 | o 9,218,374.30 | 9,481,206.75 |. SR O
b gor et TRy R A (Y IS ) 6,304,272.67 | 6,498,616.36 25, 408, 458.00 | 11, 433,506.00
iy e Mty Ame iy, :
ity g i ot A ; 860,412.87 | 1,776,236.34 | 144420687 206 { sLav| . .{ ...l .. _____
B e AL 926,616.02 | 2,%57,37413 | L762,008.68 | 2.44 | 7.06 |78, 006, 36200 3270, 8800
deseri ete. (ponnds). . ...
‘Webbings, gorings, sus bl o] s azmoo| masLrol  en17ast| 185 | 87.081.........
bandings, ete Yoo ascanse=si 36, 998. 98 74,718.26 63,330.54 | 2.02 | BLTE 35 160, 888. 00 56,314,
084,90 62, 700. 00 88,930.65 | 2.71 -| 62.00
4 a3t 46, 035,00 3338479 | 1.03 | 71.13
285 20, 450.93 40,711.00 28,550.96 | 1.09 | 70.14
17,204, 44 40, 183. 00 £6,305.86 | 2.34 6. 69
50 6,78L.75 8,222.00 6,212.77| L21 | 78.29
Velvet and ta velvet car- é’g% J’%% zg’mg }g ggg
@l , 056, , 058, % . 3
ez Gl Bl o B B
v rmpapdegey B e el LmE EmE s e
e ) L) ! » . ] ' - . .
Ghatn vetiation canpits, 0. c-.lf 15 o 4835.00 4,253.00 2,764.90 | .88 | 65.01
Wool, Dutch, and 2-ply ingrain } 16 200 27.50 22.00 13.75| .80 | 62.50
erpelall . 10.00 12.00 6.60| 1.20 | 55.00
Carpets of every description,
woven whole for rooms, and || ;. 301 0| 1,004,000.23 | 4,392,786.43 | 2,660,728.16 | 4.37 | 60.57
oriental, B Aubusson, 1911 886,151.09 | 8,086,306.89 | 2,272,082.85 | 4.16 | €L64
Al - ey g 0 36, 537. 80 30,587.00 20,273.13| .887| 66.28
Thrugpecs sud beoking, oe......--| - 3| ¢ W g 24,566.77 21,524.00 14,080.20 | 865 | es42 [ 3 Lk & mi| 9, 608.00
Carpets and ecarpeting of wool,
%:x'fn?rwiﬂ an, et s iy 10 49,535, 25 24,756.11 50.00
anyof them, notspecially (| ;01  ggr /1900 foooommaaa . , 535. ,756.11 |.. ... Emm At DSl S e Colifea i
provided for in this . aua {Pm ................ 67,270.23 Za685.11 |.220770] s0lo0 % 3, 82400 15, 706,60
Ents, matting, and rugs of cot- i
e S e e e e -
4,627,483.68 | 2,806,368. [ S m Tt Mt
Carpets and earpeting.................. 3,919,806.19 | 2415, 404, BRI 088,00 | T2, 887, 63500
Total manufactures of wool.... ,%&ﬁ‘g ﬁm:% :
Total wool and manufactures of 70,745,251.08 | 41,904,850.00 |. 5
.......................... 248,395,400.34 | 28,082, 552,58 |. L & 130,822, 400.00 | 40,556, 016. 00
1 Includes plushes and other pile fabries. 3 Does not include knit fabrics not wearing apparel, which, in table estimated on the basis of net consumption
2 Includes 53 free of duty. included among wearing apparel cloth[ngfprendy-mmh ete. 85 ra e "
As indleated In Table 16, the committee estimates that the dutles resti th cost hing will
aurtig At IS ety el Sae i TUTHOR I smount 1o | remas, pon the S50 0000000, The SRS -
§40,556,016, which compares with §41,904,850 for 1910 and $28,9582,553 ;
for 1911, It is believed by the committee that no losg in revenue will THE FORM AND PHRASEOLOGY OF THE BILL,

result from the eaactment of H. R. 22185, but that the hill will uce The phraseol of the bill H. R. 22195 conforms throughout that
probably as much as in 1910, while at the same time the yearly burden | of H, ﬁ. 11015?2Ir which Is practically the §:nm§ as that“o!t otg:et:ct of
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1909. In frnminﬁ the bill the purpese of the committee has been to
make no change In the Ianguage used In enumerating nod describing
the articles Included under its provisions, except such as is necessarily
involved in the omission of the provisions for the classification of raw
wools, admixture of blood, the varying rates on washed, scoured, sorted,
or skirted wools, ete.,, and the omisslon of subclassifications necordf.:ﬁ
to value, weight, or dimension of most of the groups of manufactu
articles. The exclusive use of ad valorem dutles obviates the intricate
and com;l)\lex quallfications, differentiations, and discriminations of
Schednle K of the act of 1909. Ad valorem duties automatically adjust
themselves to all these distinctions.

The enacting clause of the bill conforms exactly to that of the tariff
act of August 5, 1809, of which the bill is practically an amendment, in
order to aveld any possible ambiamit{ or conflict with regard to the
insular possessions of the United States. The warehouse provision
(sec. 2} also conforms exactly to the corresponding provisions in the
act of 1909 (sec. 29), except that the provision for levying duties based
on weight at the time of the entry of the merchandise Is omitted, since
the bill H. R. 22195 provides for no duties based on weight. ‘Under
this warehouse provision, as in the present act, articles in warehouse
when the bill H. R, 22105 takes effect, on which duties have not been
Paid, shall be subjected to duty when withdrawn as if they had been
mported after the taking effect of the act; but articles In warehouse
on which duties have been paid and a permit of delivery issued, shall
be subject to the duties Imposed prior to the enactment of the new Dbill

Oscar W. UNpDERWOOD, Chairman, HENRY T, RAINEY,

° CHoICE B. RANDELL. LincoLN DIxox.
Fraxcis BurroN HARRISON, WiLLiaM HUGHES,
WILLIAM G. BRANTLEY. CORDELL HULL.
Dorsey W. BHACELEFORD. W. 8. HAMMOXD.
Cravpre KITCHIN. ANXpREW J. PETERS.
OLLIE M. JAMES, A, MITCHELL PALMER.

MESSAGE FROM THE PRESIDENT OF THE UNITED STATES.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. MoGinLicuppy hav-
ing taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, sundry messages
in writing from the President of the United States were com-
municated to the House of Representatives by Mr. Latta, one
of his secretaries, who also informed the House of Representa-
tives that the President had approved and signed bills of the
following titles:

On March 22, 1912:

H. R.16680. An act to authorize the board of county com-
misgsioners of Baxter County and the board of county commis-
sioners of Marion County, in the State of Arkansas, acting
together for the two counties as bridge commissioners, to con-
struct a bridge across the White River at or near the town of
Cotter, Ark.; and

H. R. 17242, An act to authorize the Northern Pacific Railway
Co. to cross the Government right of way along and adjacent to
the canal connecting the waters of Puget Sound with Lake
Washington at Seattle, in the State of Washington.

On March 23, 1912:

H. . 11824, An act to amend section 113 of the act to codify,
revise, and amend the laws relating to the judiciary, approved
March 3, 1911;

H. R.17119. An act granting the courthouse reserve at Pond
Creek, Okla., to the city of Pond Creek for school and municipal
purposes ; -

H. R.17837. An act to amend an act approved July 1, 1902,
entitled “An act temporarily to provide for the administration
of the affairs of civil government in the Philippine Islands, and
for other purposes™; and

H. R.18155. An act authorizing the town of Grand Rapids
to construct a bridge across the Mississippi River in Itasca
County, State of Minnesota.

On March 28, 1912: 3

H.R.19342, An act to amend section 2455 of the Revised
Statutes of the United States, relating to isolated tracts of
publie land.

On' March 29, 1912:

H. R.17671. An act granting pensions and increase of pensions
to certain soldiers and sailors of the Regular Army and Navy,
and certain soldiers and sailors of wars other than the Civil
War, and to widows and dependent relatives of such scldiers
and sailors.

THE WOOLEN SCHEDULE.

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I believe there was no arrange-
ment made in regard to the division of time, and therefore it
will be at the disposition of the Chair.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the Chair that I have
limited my own time to an hour, and if the Chair will dispose
of the time I think we ought to limit the debate to an hour
for each gentleman who speaks.

Mr. MANN. I hope the gentleman will not do that.

Mr. HILL. I should like to have an hour and a half, if the
gentleman will not object.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I tried to reach a conclusion in refer-
ence to time, but could not reach any agreement.

Mr, PAYNE. Of course the time will be equally divided on
the two sides. It will not prolong the debate any to allow the
gentleman from Connecticut an hour and a half,

Mr. HILL. I would prefer to have an understanding in re-
gard to the time. I throw myself on the courtesy of the gen-
tleman from Alabama, being entitled, as I am, to one hour ounly.

Mr. McCALL. Mr. Chairman, I am perfectly willing to yield
hailf an hour of my time to the gentleman,

Mr. DALZELL. 8o am I.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman that I would
have been glad to discuss the bill longer, but we could not
come to an agreement, and I believe each Member should con-
form to the rules of the House. I tried to reach an agreement.

Mr. HILL. But I did not object.

Mr. PAYNE. I agreed to the gentleman's request and did

not object. The objection came from no member of the Ways
and Means Committee.
Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask unanimous consent that

the gentleman from Connecticut may proceed for an hour and a
half and that that be taken into consideration by the Chair in
dividing the time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. That is manifestly unfair.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois requests that
gefgeuﬂemn from Connecticut may proceed for an hour and a

1f.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I am compelled to object.

Mr. MANN. That is unheard of.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be recognized as
a member of the committee.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut has been
recognized.

Mr. HILL. I prefer that the gentleman from Pennsylvania
be recognized temporarily.

Mr, MANN. That can not be done. .

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I am not objecting be-
cause I do not want the gentleman from Connecticut to talk,
but I do insist on the rules of the House being conformed to.

Mr. HILL. Does the gentleman from Alabama object to the
glentleman from Pennsylvania yielding me half an hour of his
time? :

Mr. UNDERWOOD. It is not a question of yielding time.

Mr. DALZELL. There is no desire to take more time on this
side than there is time used on the other. The time shall be
equally divided.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I offered the gentleman a fair agree-
ment as to the division of time and the gentleman did not take
it, and this bill will be considered under the rules of the House.

Mr. MANN. Then, the bill will be considered under the rules
of the House.

Mr. DALZELL. We are not responsible for the failure to
agree; it did not come from us. The objection came from a
party outside of the committee.

Mr. MANN. It makes no difference who is responsible for it,
no gentleman ought to object to such a request; if they want
to do it, let them do it.

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman from Alabama
in opening his address stated that the Tariff Board was repre-
sentative of the views of the President. I ask him if he
assumes respongibility for the majority report.

Mr. MANN. Mr. Chairman, I ask for order. I want gentle-
men to be seated, and I desire that the rules be enforced.

The CHAIRMAN. Gentlemen will cease conversation, and
gentlemen in the aisles will be seated.

Mr. HILL. Mr, Chairman, I ask the gentleman from Ala-
bama a somewhat unnecessary question—if he and his col-
leagues on the committee assume responsibility for the majority
report published last night.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I certainly do.

Mr. HILL. At the opening of his remarks the gentleman
stated that the Tariff Board is representative of the views of
the President of the United States. On page 9 of the report
you will find this statement:

Probably the most striking feature of the report of the Tariff Board
is that it contains little with reference to the tariff. It is primaril
an analysis of the money expenses involved in the production an
manufacture of wool.

He says, furthermore, that the report of the Tariff Board is
wrong, and this whole report of the committee, from the first
page to the last, is nothing but an attempt to prove that the
report of the Tariff Board is worthless; but the greater part
of the gentleman’s time was taken up in trying to demonstrate
that his own bill was in accord with the Tariflf Board's report.
[Applause on the Republican side.]

Again and again throughout this statement, which I hope
the Members will carefully read, you will find that this Tariff
Board report-is worthless; "but assuming that the facts are
right, it proves the rightness of the Democratic position.

It seems to me, as the inevitable result of that kind of logie,
that assuming false premises in the beginning and claiming to
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be right on that presumption absolutely demonstrates they are
wrong from the start. [Applause on the Republican side.]
Now, Mr. Chairman, I propose to try and show that the Re-
publican bill introduced and presented by the gentleman from
New York [Mr. Payxe] is in accordance with the report of the
Tariff Board; whether it suits you or me or you gentlemen on
the other side. that has nothing to do with it; that it is made
on the basis of the Tariff Board findings; and that the Repub-
lican Party stands on that before the country to-day; and if I
do not prove it I will concede that it is a false assumption, as
the gentleman says,
A BEPUBLICAN SCHEDULE K BASED ON THE REPORT OF THE TARIFF BOARD.

Mr. Chairman, on page 41 of the report of the committee sub-
mitting a revision of Schedule K, which was presented by Mr.
Unperwoob, of Alabama, on June 6, 1911, this statement will be
found :

The price of the correspondin,
creased in price by the amount o
and would be inevitable.

This is the theory upon which all of the Democratic tariff
legislation of this session has been framed.

It is the theory upon which magazine writers have based sen-
sational attacks upon Schedule K. It is the theory upon which
free traders have denounced the protective system, the theory
by which woolgrowers and manufacturers have far too often
deluded themselves, and a theory upon which many honest and
consecientious protectionists are still insistent for the continu-
ance of some formerly protective rates of duty, which are not
only indefensible now but which have long since ceased to be
beneficial or effective.

It is a theory which ignores the steady growth of domestic
competition, which assumes unaltered and unchanging trade con-
ditions at home and in competing nations, and which is blind to
the fact that while men may legislate and nations resolve, the
higher and absolutely merciless law of supply and demand is
still in operation.

or competing American fabric is In-
the duty, as Is known to be the case,

TARIFF BOARD JUSTIFIED.

The report of the Tariff Board on Schedule K cost a large
sum of money and a great amount of skilled investigation for
more than two years. It would all have been fully justified
if that report had given us nothing else but 20 lines found on
page 14, volume 1, for the one plain fact therein stated demon-
strates the necessity for three things—first, the continuation
of such an investigating body; second, for the revision of this
schedule; and third, for the maintenance of the protective
policy by this country. I quote as follows:

On the other hand, prices in this country on the fabries just referred
to are not increased by the full amount of the duty. A collection ol
representative samples was made in England of goods ranging
those which can not be imported at all to those which are tmported
continually. These were then matched with a collection of samples of
American-made cloths, which were falrly comparable, and the mill
prices compared for the same date. It is found that on goods entirely
excluded the nominal rates of duty would reach an ad valorem rate of
150 or even over 200 per cent, but that the American fabric is actually
sold in the market at from only 60 io 80 per cent higher than similar
gonds sold abroad.

On 16 samples of foreign goods, for Instance, none of which are im-
ported, the figures are as follows:

Total of foreign prices $41.84

Duties which would have been assessed had they been fmported. 76. 90
Foreiﬁn price, plus the duty, if imported._____________ 118. 74
Actual domestic price of simllar fabries o ___ 69. 75

Thus, though the nominal duties on such fabrics equal 184 per cent,
the actual excess of the domestic price over the fore price on simi-
lar fabries of this kind is about 67 per cent. This is the result of
domestic competition.

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Chairman, would it interrupt the gen-
tleman to ask him a question right there?

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, I shall be very glad to be inter-
rupted if the gentleman will give me additional time later.

Mr. PAYNE. But they will not give the gentleman any time.

Mr. HILL. Then I shall have to object. I have not the slight-
est objection to interruptions

Mr. PAYNE. I think the gentleman better proceed with his
speech.

Th:s is doubtless an extreme illustration. Translated, it
means that the average duty on these 16 samples is 184 per
cent and that the average duty necessary to equalize com-
petition was only 67 per cent, leaving an average duty of 117
per cent as unnecessary and ineffective under the present
law. But it also means beyond any dispute that the revenue
rate of the Underwood bill would destroy the woolen industry
here, or compel a complete reorganization of labor conditions
both in woolgrowing and manufacturing and a readjustment of
wages of labor to the rates obtaining in competing countries,
for another striking feature of the board report is that in the

.textile industry we can no longer boast of the superior effi-
ciency of American labor or machinery, but, rather, that we

‘are the laggards in the race with England and France in both
respects. :

But these 16 samples are only a part of a list of 61 described
on page 704 of volume 3 of the report. There the English price,
the United States price, and the English price plus the present
duty are given.

The average English price is 78.4 cents per yard. The aver-
age United States price on the same fabrics is $1.243 per yard.

The duty on the English fabrics required to give the American
producer an equal chance in the home market is 63 per cent.

Again, the average English price is 78.4 cents per yard. The
average price with present law duties added is $1.577.

The ad valorem rate of those duties is 101 per cent, or 38
per cent more than is needed to equalize competition.

On pages 651 to 690, inclusive, are statements of the cost of
manufacturing 55 different kinds of cloth, as submitted by
domestic and foreign manufacturers from like schedules sent
with samples to domestic and foreign mills and checked against
each other. That statement is tabulated in the report of the
Democratic majority of the committee, and if I have time I can
show that there is more misrepresentation in that tabulation
than I have ever seen on one sheet of paper in my life. [Ap-
plause on the Republican side.]

I lonig ago had a similar tabulation made and have studied
it with great care and am thoroughly satisfied that the domestic
industry to-day is on a purely competitive basis, and that the
real prices paid by the consumers of domestic wool products are
measured by the actual difference here and abroad in the cost of
the raw material and the wages of labor, and that they are not
now controlled by the existing tariff rates found in Schedule K.
Why, then, change them, say some people.

REASONS FOR REVISION.

An all-sufficient reason is the maintenance of competitive

conditions at home and the prevention of monopoly.
- Furthermore, on page 190 of the report, a statement is given
of the production and imports of specified wool produets, from
which it appears that of the entire consumption in 1909, 95.8
per cent of the whole was made here and only 4.2 per cent was
imported.

The consumers of the 4 per cent are returning tourists, the
buyers of Paris gowns, the well to do here, who have a right
to gratify their fads and fancies for foreign styles and patterns,
and undoubtedly to some extent the purchasers of some things
the like of which are not made in this country.

Such consumers probably pay the full duties under Schedule
K because domestic competition does not touch these cases, and
though few in number, compared with the ninety millions who
use only the domestic products, they are entitled to equitable
and just treatment under the law. Furthermore an unjust, un-
necessary, and ineffective duty is just as harmful to the prin-
ciple of true protection as is the open and avowed opposition of
the free trader, and almost as much so as the insidious and
disguised attack of the advocate of a tariff for revenue only.

PURPOSE OF THE REPUBLICAN BILL.

The purpose of the Republican bill is first to provide rates
of duty which shall give to the growing and manufacture of
wool in this country a true protection, measured by the differ-
ence in the cost of such production here and abroad, and in fix-
ing such rates reliance has been placed on the findings of the
Tariff Board. No effort has been made to discredit that report,
and I venture the assertion that no Member of the House who
will study it carefully will attempt to impeach its accuracy
or fairness. [Applause on the Republican side.] It is a unani-
mous report by three Republicans and two Democrats, and gives
their findings of facts concerning a world-wide industry, and
it bears no evidence anywhere of favoritism or political parti-
sanship. [Applause on the Republican side.]

It would be strange indeed if in making deductions from
these facts honest differences of opinion should not be found
among those upon whom the responsibility devolves of making
the customs laws. But as a whole I am satisfied that the bill
which the Republican members of the Ways and Means Com-
mittee have presented is either strictly in accord with or fully
justified by the report of the Tariff Board.

THE DUTY ON WOOL.

The basie fact of the industry is wool.
the duties have been unchanged.

For the 10 years of normal business conditions between the
enactment of the Dingley law and the financial panic of 1907
the average import value of class 1 wool in the grease was 19
cents per pound and dutiable at 11 cents per pound, or an ad
valorem rate of 57.80 per cent.

For the same period the average import value of class 2 wool
in the grease was 20.74 cents per pound, and the duty was 12
cents per pound, or an ad valorem rate of 57.86 per cent.

For the past 14 years
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Under the Republican bill the two classes are consolidated
as class 1 and a duty of 18 cents is laid upon the clean content
of the wool imported in the grease. This is equal to 7# cents
per pound of grease wool and the equivalent ad valorem rate on
the foregoing basis is 36.21 per cent.

PRESENT LAW INEFFECTIVE.

Undler the present law, based as it is upon an assumed shrink-
age of 66§ per cent, every importation of wool with a less
shrinkage broke down the nominal duty of 11 cents proportion-
ately. With an average shrinkage of Australian and South
American wools 18 now imported of only 48 per cent and of
class 2 wools of only 18 ‘to B0 per cent, the effect upon the pro-
tection given to fhe American grower by a nominal duty of 11
cents is at once manifest. In addition te that, under the pres-

ent law, wools of classes 2 and 3 are admitted washed at the.

same rate as unwashed, This also tends to reduce the nominal
duty, which is doubled under like conditions in class 1.

But carpet weols, or wools of class B, were worse than either,
for these duties nre 4 and T cents per ponnd, either in the grease
or washed, and it was found beyond question that a considerable
amount was being used in mixtures with class 1 and 2 wools,
and not only affecting injuriously the supposed protection of the
domestic grower, but that the fabries into which this wool en-
tered were actually beéing protected on ‘the basis of the higher
rates of duty.

1t is mot only beyond qguestion fhat fhese leak holes have
allowed much of the present Inw duties to Tun uselessly away,
but that owing te the character of them, the effect has been
extremely detrimental to the ecarded-woolen branch of the in-
dustry and eorrespondingly advantageous to the worsted manu-
facturer, and especially has this been true during the past few
years since the improvements in worsted machinery have made
it possible to utilize both clothing and combing wools.

TAW DUTY AND ACTUAL PROTECTION.

On page 382 of volume 2 of the report the statement is un-
equiveeally made that the scoured pound duty on the importa-
‘tions under the present law does not actually exceed 18 cents,
the rate fixed in the Republican bill. This is equal to 73 cents
per pound of wool in the grease. I firmly believe that with the
leak holes stopped, as I fhink fhe Republican bill does stop
them, the American woolgrower will get a far more reliable and
elfective protection than he has received .at any tfime since the
Dingley law was enacted, and I call to witness the men who
ought to know, in order to prove my case.

On the 12th day of last July, Senator Dixoxn, of Montana,
speaking for a State which has more sheep than any other, said,
on page 2931 of the RECORD:

For the past six months the difference in London and the United
Btates on wool has not exceeded 2 cents.

This was concurred in at the time by Benator Saoor and
others. '

On July 26, 1911, the Senator made a speech on * Tariff duties
on wool—the truth about Schedule K.” In it he said:

I shall show conclusively that the -stn:]ﬁ.h: sheep grower has been
led to believe, and mest :}?’them have be! edgtnd '&a at lar
have cer rotected by a of 11 -een

pound. tection to exeeed 5
cents, eertainly not over 6 cents, per pound on the average. = = *

)

tected by a dut o
believed that this was true. Many of them have known tha
mominal paper m of 11 eents per pound was in fact a delusion and
a snare; and ° the actoal tariff duties have mot given the wool-
grower to exceed § or 6 cents per pound. I .doubt even that much.

Again, Judge Lawrence ve it as his deliberate opinion,” in his
annual address befere the Ohio Woo ers' Association in 1808, after
the notorious skirting clause tind been inserted in the Dingley law
of 1897, that * the skirting clause was .a fatal defect in both the
AfeKinl nnd the Dingley tarif laws™ He gave it as his judgment
that under the loophole of the skirting ¢lause and the inadequate duty
placed on wools of class 8, the nominal paper duty of 11 cents per
pound only *added an average of about 4 cents per pound to the priee
of nnwashed wool to the average American merino wool over the normal
world's price, and no more.” = * *

Senntor WARREN, interrupting:

Mr. WarreN. The previous reference to Judge Lawrence reminds me
that my association with him commenced in the sixties, and usun.ll{
at least once a year 1 saw him from that time on. Now, ‘the wool-
growers, aside from the skirting, even if that were eliminated, would
not get the 11 cents, of course, because shippers abroad will always
ship the lightest fleecces. If you take out the skirted wool, then you
wuf get the light fleeces, whic wlLlﬂfo a shrinkage of perhaps 48, svhile
ours will go 66§, which was originally accorded as the regular rate of
ghrinkage. Now, those of us who have long known the duty kmow
that 11 cents and 12 cents has mot been the real protection, but that
4t has been from 5 to T4 cents per pound.

Senator WAaARrEN again:

There has nmot been a time, in-conversation or public speaking, 'when
the matter has come up to me, when I have not made the statement
that on first-class wool the real protection to the sh grower has
not exceeded T4 conts a pound, and that it is sometimes less since the
introduction of light-shrinkage cressbred

Senator Warrer, of Wyoming, from the greitest woolgrowing
State in the Union, and the man who was characterized by the
late Senator Dolliver as the greatest shepherd since the days of
Abraham, followed Senator Dixox, and I quote from him new:
The speech from the SBenator from Montana [Mr., Drxox] has had in
it w much with whieh I agree, although I am not ready to admit
that the gemeral ruling wool prices in London are so near the Boston
prices as now, or that first-class wool has received never above § cents
per pound protection. * = =
This last spring curiosity to know exactly what our wools would
hrmgu.in foreign markets cansed a shipment of wool to be made from
the United States to Bradford, England, which was disposed of with
the following results:

Results of sale of Uniled States wool in Bradford, England.

Which
Crease |Seoured| netted m
Lot {Grada Bhrink- g:ice, grlnc, Phils-
No. age. rad- rad- | del ph.la“ﬂm
ford, | ford. |phia,in|"®
grease.
oj::!r ] ] I, ih.
; " . r Ib.

98 | Half-blood Wyoming . —ee..-.. B3 pﬁ.n p:ﬁr.sﬁ, p;{.w ot 18
L5890 o e POl 71| 12,67 | 43.70( 11.71 14
32| Mediom Montans.......n..... 58| 16.50| 80.24 | 15.45| 194020
7870 | No.lscoured......oeeeeernenenn el . B <44

In the above caleulation freight and ‘insurance, at the rate of seven-
tenths cent per pound, are taken as the cost of delivering wool in Drad-
ford; and dn figuring the met price in Philadelphia—sold Bradford—
m cost of delivering wool in Bradford and the selllng commission are

ncted. -

In case -f,-t tl:‘n t;conrﬁd v;'ooli th}gh ﬁm&g}i‘thrnu be higher }hm on the
grease wool, an e net price in ade a iportionately lower.

From this table it wﬂlpbe noted that—p ar. y

Half-blood Wyoming was worth: Cents nd.

In Phi 1phia <8 pfg 00

Bradford 15.71

A difference of. 229
Wyoming original (unsorted) was worth:

y In Egh:ladgelnhln( : 14. 00

In Bradfor 12.67

A difference of. 1.33

Montana was worth:

In Philadelphia 19.'20

In Bradford 16. 50

A difference of 2.90

I have one more witness.

Tast winter T was called by telephone to my office by the
statement that Dr. McClure, the secretary of the Wool Growers'
Association, wished to see me. He was an entire stranger to
me. I at-once responded, and after mutual introduetions I said,
“T1 have just been discussing the guestion of the actual protec-
tion which the American woolgrower is now getting under .an
Tl-cent duty and 1 gave it as my opinion that it was not over
b2 cents.” *“Oh, no,” said he, holding up two fingers as he said
it; “it is mot over 2 cents.” Said I, “ How much have you ever
got since the Dingley law was passed?”™ His reply was, “T do
not know .as to that; but I have the officlal figures in my -office
to show that for the past 10 years it has not exceeded 6 cents.”
“Will you give me these figures?” said I. His reply was, “1
will; but it will take a week or 10 days to get them here™ I
have not received them yet.

Now, Mr. Chairman, it is not a gquestion of what rates of duty
are written into a law, what I want to know is what rates of
protection are written by the law into the preducing industries
of this country. Higher rates than that are a disappoinfing
dream, lower ones mean destroetion or industrial revolution.
And it is just as true of agricultural products as it is of wool.
The things which we do not or ean not produce I weuid put on
the free list. The things which compete with the things we do
produce I would make dutiable by the full difference in the cost
of production.

Anmd in that I stand squarely with the Senator from Montann
when he said in his ¢losing remarks in the speech from which I
have quoted:

Two ago, as one of the provisions of the Payne-Aldrich Tari®
Act, we provided for a Tariff C issi o s 1o Investignte and
report to us the conditions surrounding production at home abroad.

e then gave our alleglance to the principle as enunciated in the last
Republican platform—that tariffs should measure the difference in the
cost of production at home as eompared to the cost of preduction in
forelgn countrles. Om that platform and by that prineiple 1 stand. No
matter what may be the 1,;n'esﬁul-e in some quarters for tariff revi=ion, I

ple of this country have, irrespective of thelr party
politics, prepa to aceept in future only those tarifis that .are made

upon that fundamental principle,
Does 18 cents a pound -on the clean content of a pound of ool
imported in the grease measare the difference in the average

cost of the wool produced in the United States and competing
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countries? In my judgment it will, and at the same time will
give to the American producer a much safer and more reliable
protection than he has now.

AVERAGE COSTS OF WOOL.

The average costs of the respective countries are found on
pages 10 and 11 of volume 1 of the report of the Tariff Board.

The average cost in the United Staes is given at about 9%
cents per pound..

The average cost in South America is between 4 and 5 cents.

I have taken it as 44 cents per pound.
© With regard to Australia—and I want you to note this now,
for I want you to see the absolute unfairness of the report of
the majority, which the gentleman from Alabama [Mr. UNDER-
woop] says he assumes the respomsibility for—with regard to
Australia, the board finds as follows:

In New Zealand and on the favorably situated runs of Australia it
seems clear that at the present range of values for stock, sheep, and
mutton the receipts from other sources than wool are carrying the total
flock expense. o that, taking Australasia as a whole, it appears that
a charge of a very few cents per ‘J:-ouud lies against the great clips
of that reglon in the aggregate. hile the board can not undertake
to name an exact figure in that case, It is certaln that the Australaslan
costs at large fall materially below the average South American,

What have they done? I have said to you that the board
quoted the South American cost of wool at 4 or 5 cents, and I
took an average of 4} cents, and that the board says in any
event the costs of Australian wool fall materially below the
average of South America, which is 44 cents; yet in that very
report they have taken the Australian wool at 5 cents in figur-
ing the difference. .

Mr. LONGWORTH. And the gentleman from Alabama said
so in his speech, and would not yield for a question at that
time.

Mr, HILI. Yes. Itshows theabsolute unfairnessof the ma-
Jority report.

Mr. MANN. He was as accurate in that statement as in
most others, was he not? :

Mr, HILL. Well, I have taken the Australian cost at 2% cents

a pound.

Mr. CANNON. What proportion of the different kinds do we
import?

Mr. HILIL. I will show you in a moment. I have taken the

language to mean that the Australian cost is one-half of the
maximum of the South American, or 24 cents per pound.

So far as shrinkages are concerned, it is apparent that the
yields of clean content shown in past importations are no eri-
terion for the future, for in the Republican bill the leak holes
are stopped by the single duty on clean wool, and the wools of
the world are opened to purchase on the basis of a uniform con-
dition which, as nearly as can be determined, will show a gen-
eral shrinkage from their natural condition of 60 per cent.

On this basis the cost of the clean content of wool in Aus-
tralia is 6.25 cents per pound.

The cost in South America is 11.25 cents per pound.

The cost in the United States is 23.75 cents per pound.

The difference in cost between Australia and the United
States is 174 cents.

The difference in cost between South America and the United
States is 124 cents.

Now, as a matter of fact, there is not wool enough in the
world to meet the world's demand, and neither of these coun-
tries does or can alone produce a sufficient surplus to meet our
deficiency in the home product. There is not wool enough in
the world to go around; not enough to furnish to each inhabit-
ant more than 14 ounces a year. What would we do with only
14 ounces per capita of wool a year? And just think of the
400,000,000 population of China, which, now having thrown off
the Manchu despotism, is adopting the European costume in
clothing, so that there the demand for wool will be enormously
inereased.

Pounds.
Last year, a year of small importations, we imported

direct from Australin of clothing and combing

wools
And from South America and South Afriea, and not

incloding reshipments from Great Brifain which

ean not-batraced

The weighted average cost of this wool competing with the
domestic product was 3.77 cents per pound in the grease, or a
difference in cest of 5.73 cents per pound, or a difference in clean
content of 14.32 cents.

But drought or pestilence in either country might easily
change the respective shipments, and it would seem to be only
fair therefore to make the average on the basis of equal com-
petition from both countries in the future.

11,223,173

On that basis the average cost of the competing grease pound,
is 3% cents and the difference in cost is 6 cents, which is egual
to 15 cents per pound of clean content. The conclusion I reached
therefore was, that 15 cents per pound on the clean content of
imported wool was a fair duty to put upon it, but I recognize
the fact that there is abundant room for an honest difference of
opinion in favor of a somewhat higher rate.

First. Because of the uncertainty of the board’s report as to
the cost of Australian wool. If Australian like New Zealand wool
has no charge against the clip, the rate should be 18} cents per
pound. I do not think the language will quite bear that con-
struction. If, on the other hand, the difference in the interest
cost in the respective countries is charged up against the clip,
then 18 cents is a fair and just measure of the difference in cost
between the domestic and foreign wool, and the duty should be
18 cents, as it is in the Republican bill, and I cheerfully united
with my Republican colleagues on the committee in so fixing it,
for I always want to resolve every doubt in favor of my own
country as against the rest of the world. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

My conclusion, therefore, is that the report of the Tariff
Board will not justify a lower duty than 15 cents or a higher
one than 18 cents,

METHODS OF APPLYING DUTIES.

Theoretically an ad valorem duty on wool is, in my opinion,
the best method of applying the duty, but it presupposes match-
ing the talent, ability, and experience of the importer with an
equal talent, .ability, and experience, supplemented by inflexible
honesty and integrity in every member of the appraising force,
and that means paying salaries in the appraisers’ stores equal
to those paid for profit in private business. There is no hope
of that, however, and hence the possibility and probability of
undervaluations would be so great that the experiment would
be a dangerous one.

Specific duties have been the rule here for many years, and
we can not profit by the experience of other nations, for no
othe- nation but Russia has a duty on wool, except that in
Canada a specific rate of 3 cents per pound is placed on certain
combing wools such as are grown in Canada. All other wools
are free,

A specific duty on the clean content of wool subjects every
importation to uniform treatment, so far as actual quantity is
concerned, does away with the absurdity of paying duties on
grease and dirt, makes certain the collection of duties as in-
tended by the law, wipes out the discriminations and crudities
of the present method, and will tend very greatly to standardize
the importation of wools.

It does not, however, take note of the varying quality of the
fiber. The suggestion of this method was first made by the
gentleman from New York [Mr. Payxe] three years ago, and
discussed by the commitiee with the Chief of the Burean of
Standards at that time.

The necessary sampling and testing can be done at a trivial
expense, and the advantage to the trade of having all clothing
and combing wools bought and sold on a Government certificate
of their clean content would be very great.

And I call the attention of the gentleman from the greatest
woolgrowing State in the Union to this suggestion which I
now make.

It would also be a great benefit to the home producers if,
by the payment of a nominal fee, they could have like tests
made of domestic wools and a Government certificate of con-
dition given instead of selling, as most of them are compeiled
to do now, upon the guess of the buyer or after scouring tests
made by or under the control of interested parties in the wool
markets of the country.

CARPET WOOLS.

I commend the consideration of this part of my remarks to
my Democratic brethren.

Wools of class 3 under the present law are dutiable at 4 and
7 cents per pound, according to whether they are valued at
more or less than 12 cents per pound in the grease.

It is the wool of native sheep, unimproved by merino blood.
With the improvement of American flocks its growth here has
practically stopped. It is now a noncompetitive product and
under every principle of protection should be placed upon the
free list.

The danger has been, however, that it would be used for
other purposes than ecarpets, and this has been done to such
an extent as to make it competitive in its uses and tending in
an increasing degree to break down the higher duties on wools
of the other class. Under the Republican bill ecarpet wools
are practically made free of duty and their use confined to
the purposes for which they are peculiarly adapted. This is
done by making them dutiable at the same rafe as other wools
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and then rebating 99 per cent of the amount paid on proof of |

use in carpet manufacture.

In 1911, 92,000,000 pounds of earpet wool were imported, as
against 67,000,000 pounds of the higher grades.

Note that about two-thirds of the importations of wool are
put on the free list in the Republican bill, and our friends from

North Carolina and the other States in the Union, who are just
as honest free traders as I am a protectionist, voted to put a

duty of 20 per eent on an article which the Republicans voted to
make free. [Applause on the Republican side.]

For 10 years of normal conditions prior to 1907 the rate of |

duty on these wools was 42 per cent.

Under the present duty the average ad wvalerem on enrput:s.'-

ete., is about 61 per cent.

The Republican bill makes the moncompetitive raw material
free and reduces the rate on the finished product to 30 per cent. |
The reduction covers not only the full amount of the duty on |

wool, but about 10 per cent -en the eonversion cest besides, and
I have every reasgon to believe that the change is entirely satis-
factory to the carpet trade generally.

The Democratie Party is veciferous in its demands that duties
shall be reduced to a revenue basis, and yet they have for the
second time brought in here a Democratic bill putting 20 per
cent on carpet wool, and on carpets duties ranging from 25 to
50 per cent. =

This Nation stands first in rank in the carpet industry among
the nations of the world. TUnder the Republican policy of pro-
tection the carpet on the floor has long since ceased to be a
luxury and has become an everyday necessity. I knew of a
woman once from a foreign land whose highest idea of heaven
was that it was a place where she could have a room all her
own, with a earpet on the floor. This carpet duty will result in
an economy which will find its way inte nmearly every home in
this land, for there are few so humble that the floors are bare.
You will find the carpet on the floor in the farmer's home, in
ithe mechanic’s cottage, and in the millionaire’s mansion, and
if you ‘gentlemen on the ether side of the aisle will come ever
and join us in passing this Republican bill, all of the women
of the land will rise up and call you blessed. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

PDUTIES ON BEY-PRODUDCTS.

Under the present law the duties on paragraphs 10, 11, and 14

are 30 cents per pound, and on paragraphs 12, 18, and 15 they
are 20 cents per pound. All of these are prohibitory, and as
some of them are by-preducts of the worsted branch of the
industry and raw materials for the earded woolen people the
injustice of the prohibitive duties is plainly manifest.
Application was made to the Tariff Board for a review of

their schedules of mill tests and conversion processes, and a -

determination of the pereentage of relative value of each of

these items to the value of a pound of sconred wool, and the |

duties named in the Republican bill are mathematically ad-
justed to a like percentage of the duty of 18 cents on the
scoured pound.
EHODDY AND RAGS.
Paragraphs 16 and 17 were not so treated, but represent a
policy which is to exclude the lower grades of shoddy and the
worn and rotten rags from which it is made and to fix the duty

on new rags, tailor’s clippings, and so forth, which would be
about equivalent te the rate on wool in the grease. On the |
former 2 cents per pound wounld be equal to 100 per cent ad |
valorem and on the latter fo about 33} per cent. That we do
not need importations of the former is evidenced by the fact |

that the board report, on page 83, shows that in 10 months of
1911 we shipped to Great Britain alone 37,000,000 pounds of
cheap rags. They also state that—

The rag business is really the only business protected hy Schedule K
that is on the export basis. ;

In view of the claim, which is often made, that English cloth
is superior to that of our own manufacture, it is a significant
fact that in 1910, when we exported 37,000,000 pounds of rags

to Great Britain, the woolen manufacturers of that country not i
only used all of their own rags, but imported and used

126,000,000 pounds besides.

Mr. Chairman, how much time have I remaining?

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 13 minutes remaining.

Mr. HILL. I should like to conclude my remarks.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say that I do not like to interfere
with my personal friend.

Mr. HILL. I will not abuse the courtesy of the gentleman.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I tried to reach a division of time, but
could not. This is an unfortunate way to handle a bill. I am
willing, however, if it is agreeable to the gentleman from Con-
necticut, that the gentleman who follows him mmay be Teco
for an hour and then yield to the gentleman a half an hour.

Mr. HILL. I do mot think I want more than 15 or 20
minutes.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I do not want to cut the gentleman off,
but when we have no division of time and no control of the
time between us it is better to conform to the rules.

Mr. PAYNE. 1 wish the gentleman from Alabama would
agree with me that nup to to-morrow mnight we may divide the
time equally between us.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I tried to get a division of time, but
objection was made.

Mr. NORRIS. Mr. Chairman, the gentleman has repeated
that several times. The objection was made, and I assume the
responsibility for it, but it was not made to the division of

| time. It was made because gentlemen wanted to do away with

the five-minute rule. I had mo objection to the division of time.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. We must occupy the time in this way,
although I preferred the other method if the gentleman from
Nebragka had not objected; but, as I said, if one of the gentle-
man’s colleagues is recognized for an hour and yields to the
gentleman frem Conneeticut, I will not object.

Mr. HITI.. Very well. Then, I will net break the continuity
of my remarks and will trust to the generosity of the gentleman
from Pennsylvania [Mr. DarzerL] to yield me time if I am not
through in my own time.

MANUFACTURES OF WOOL.

I come now to the duties on the manufactured products of
wool. The first item is found in paragraph 18 of the Repub-
lican bill, which reads as follows:

Paragraph 18. Combed wool or tops, made wholly or in part of wouol
or camel's hair, 20 cents per pound on the wool contained therein and,
in addition thereto, § per cent ad valorem.

It will be noticed that there are two duties here—one specific
and the other ad valorem. If there were no duty on the wool
from which this product is made, there would be but the one ad
valorem duty of 5 per cent. It follows, therefore, that the spe-
cific is or should be based on the duty on woel. The specifie
is a weight duty apporticned in mo way to the value of the
manufactured product. It simply means that the Government
will colleet precisely the same amount from the wool in the
imported article or fabrie which it would have collected upen
the wool required to make it if that wool had been imported in
its natural condition. Just that and nothing more. It is called
a compensatery duoty. It is a misnomer as applied in this bill.
Here it is a “ wool-duty eguivalent.” If there is no wool duty,
there is no need for a wool-duty equivalent, as will be seen by
referring to paragraph 25, relating to earpets, where none is
found. Under the present law the so-called eompensatery .or
specific duty per peund is applicable to the entire weight of the
product if wool is the article of chief value and the balance is
cotton, rubber, metal, or any other material, for every product
containing wool ag the component artiele of chief value is duti-
able under Schedule K; and even if it is not of chief value un-
der the present law, the specific would still apply to the entire
weight of wearing apparel and articles named under the silk

| schedule.

For example, take rubber boots with wool lining. The duty is

now 44 cents per pound and 60 per cent ad valorem, or a total *

ad valorem of about 280 per cent.

In the Underwoed bill the duty would be 45 per cent ad
valorem. In the Republican bill, under clause 1 of paragraph
23, the rate would be about 474 per cent. Either rate is fully
protective. The raw rubber and raw cotton are free. Why
sheuld the specific wool duty apply to anything but the wool?

In that ease the bill of the gentleman from Alabama is 2%
per vent lower than this. ILet me give him ene in which the
Republican bill is lower than his by operation of the same
clause.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The gentleman overlooks the fact that
the Demoecratic bill is not an amendment to the Payne bill.

Mr. HILIL. I understand that it is a substitute for it. That
is an amendment.

Mr, UNDERWOOD. It is an independent bill.

AMr. HILL. It is a substitute for a portion of it. It provides
that in the bill. TLet me give him another ease where, under
the operation of this clause, the duty is lower in the Republican
bill than in his. I am told that there is now in the New York
customhouse—or I was told so two weeks ago—an unclaimed
importation of felts made from cattle and goat’s hair.

‘Whether the felt contains any wool or not is disputed, but it
malkes no difference, for under the similarity clause of the pres-
ent law the article is dutiable as wool at 44 cents per pound
and 60 per cent ad valorem. It is worth 14 cents per pound
and the ad wvalorem is about 370 per cent. The owner de-
clines to pay the duty and take the goods. Under the Under-
wood bill, paragraph 5, the duty would be 40 per cent ad va-
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Jorem. In the Republican bill, under paragraph 21, clause 1, the
duty would be 30 per cent ad valorem, and if it contained 2%
per cent of wool, as some claim, the duty would be 34 per cent.
In other words, the clause “on the wool contained therein”
does equal and exact justice in every case. The specifie duty in
this case is entirely eliminated by this clause. You can see the
sweeping character of it. Yet our Democratic friends have not
discovered it either in their report or in the references made
to the Republican bill by the gentleman from Alabama. I have
personally submitted this clause to the Treasury authorities
here and to the appraiser’s office in New York, where I spent
an afternoon in investigating the methods of appraising wool
and woolens, and am advised both there and here that this
method of applying the duty presents no administrative diffi-
culties which can not be easily handled.

The real problem is a different one from that, and is found
in the correct ascertainment of the wastes in the different
processes of manufacture.

The whole subject is fully discussed by the Tariff Board on
pages 621 to 626, inclusive, and their conclusions in concrete
form will be found there in a carefully worked out table of
wool-duty equivalents, or so-called compensatories based on a
duty on scoured wool ranging from 15 to 25 cents per scoured
pound.

Every compensatory in the Republican bill is in accord with
that table, except that cents or half cents are used in place of
intermediate decimal fractions.

The precise effect of this clause upon paragraph 18, now
under consideration, is as follows:

Under the present law tops are dutiable, if valued at not
more than 20 cents per pound, at 24} cents per pound and 30
per cent ad valorem, a total of 153} per cent.

Under the Republican bill, if made of all wool 'they would be
dutiable at 20 cents per pound on the *“ wool contained therein ”
and 5 per cent ad yalorem, a total of 105 per cent, 100 per
cent representing the duty paid on the wool required to make
them, and 5 per cent representing the average difference in the
foreign and domestic cost of conversion of scoured wool into
tops. If these 20-cent tops were part cotton, the Republican
bill would reduce the specific duty proportionately.

Under the present law tops valued above 20 cents are duti-
able at 364 cents per pound and 30 per cent ad valorem, a total
of 103} per cent if figured on tops worth 50 cents per pound.

Under the Republican bill the duty would be 45 per cent if
all wool, and if part cotton proportionately lower.

The Underwood duty is a straight ad valorem of 25 per cent.

The effect on the industry of top making under-the three rates
of duty is as follows:

First. The present law is prohibitive of importations. See
page 107, volume 1, of the report.

Second. Under the Republican bill the duty would represent
the difference in cost of production and thus put the indusiry on
the basis of fair competition.

Third. The Underwood rate being less than his own duty on
the raw material and the difference in cost of conversion, would
compel the importation of the finished product. It would un-

« doubtedly bring revenue, but would destroy the industry.

I know of one case, Mr. Chairman, where, since the Under-
wood bill was introduced, a top manufacturer in Bradford,
England, said that if the Underwood bill went into effect they
would close down every comb in the United States. There is no
mistake about that. That is bound to be the result. The duty
on the finished product is less than the duty on the weol and
conversion cost,

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
right there for a question while he is considering paragraph 19?

Mr. HILL. Certainly.

Mr. MURDOCK. What, in the manufacture of wool, is the
intermediary between tops and yarns?

Mr. HILL. The rovings, the sheets of wool that come out
from the carding machine, and so forth.

Mr. MURDOCK. Are they not all convertible again into
what is virtually equivalent to tops?

Mr. HILL. Oh, no; not necessarily. The gentleman under-
stands that the clause covers the processes in both the earded
wool and the worsted industry? It was originally the “ basket ™
clause.

Mr. MURDOCK. The gentleman will remember that in one
of the previous tariff bills this paragraph 19 was so manipulated
in the law——

Mr. HILL. I do.

Mr. MURDOCK (continuing).
manufacturer of yarn,

Mr, HILL. I do.

That it worked against the

Paragraph 19 was originally a basket clause and prior to the
Payne bill was the nesting place for tops.

Under the present law the rate of duty runs up as high as 44
cents per pound and 55 per cent ad valorem. It is discussed on
page 109 of the report.

In this Republican bill, and I call the attention of the gentle-
man from Kansas to the fact, that paragraph does not have the
sweeping effect of a basket clause, but it is limited by this
language, “but less advanced than yarn.”

Mr. MURDOCK. The reason it is not a basket clause is be-
cause fops are excluded from it.

Mr., HILL. Absolutely; and I so state. In this Republican
bill it is restricted to all processes of manufacture between
scoured wool and yarn, except tops, which are otherwise pro-
vg}ed for, and the rates of duty are, therefore, not compar-
able.

It hardly seems necessary to go into the ad valorem effect of
the specific duty in the further processes of manufacture. In all
of thein except carpets it is applied in the same way, on “the
wool contained therein,” and- on the basis laid down by the
Tariff Board. It is but fair to say, however, that except on
fabrics and clothing having a foreign value of more than 60
cents a pound for all-wool goods, the ad valorem equivalent of
the wool duly is greater than the duty which represenis the
conversion cost,

In fine cloths and high-class general manufactures the con-
stantly increasing amount of labor required to be put upon the
raw material compels a gradual increase of conversion duty
over the duty on the wool consumed in such articles.

Because the difference in the cost of foreign and domestic
labor is 100 per cent or more and the difference in the cost of
foreign and domestic wool is 36 per cent, by reason of the tariff,
and as you lessen the value of wool to the total value of the
product and increase the quantity and cost of laber you apply
to it, you must increase your conversion duty proportionately.

YTARNS.

The board report on yarns is very full and complete, begin-
ning on page 111. The conversion cost is considered, beginning
at page 645. On page 115 they say that the yarns imported
amount to less than one-tenth of 1 per cent of the yarns con-
sumed in the country. That means that the duties are prohibi-
tive. Applying the present law rates to the four clauses of
paragraph 20, the average ad valorem duty is 102} per cent, and
under this Republican bill the rate would be, on all-wool yarns,
58.26 per cent. The conversion duty ranges from 10 to 25 per
cent, averaging 173 per cent.

I come now to cloths, which seem to excite the speclial an-
tagonism of the gentleman from Alabama——

Mr. MURDOCK. Mr. Chairman, will the gentleman yield
before he goes to the question of cloths?

Mr. HILL. Certainly.

Mr. MURDOCK. Just for a question on the preceding para-
graph. The gentleman will remember in the old tariff, Sched-
ule K, the compensatory rate was based on the assumption
that it took 4 pounds of wool in the grease to make a single
pound of finished cloth.

Mr. HILL. Yes .

Mr. MURDOCK. Now, in the Republican bill submitted by
the gentleman from New York [Mr. Payne] is that old basis,
that old method of reasoning, entirely done away with?

Mr. HILL. I said a while ago—I guess the gentleman’s atten-
tion was attracted at the moment—it does not measure up to it
at all. It has no relation to it, it is entirely abandoned——

Mr. MURDOCEK. Le me understand the gentleman. Is that
method of forming the duty entirely eliminated from this Re-
publican bill?

Mr. HILL. There is no guesswork about it; it is an absolute
mathematical fizuring on mill tests——

Mr. MURDOCK. The gentleman does not answer my ques-
tion. Can not the gentleman answer yes or no to the guestion?

Mr. HILL. I bave often heard ihe question asked If a man
could not answer yes or no. I have explained that these com-
pensatory duties are taken absolutely from the figures given in
the report. There are three or four pages in the report devoted
exclusively to showing how they are figured out. Now, if the
gentleman will read that——

Mr. MURDOCK. The gentlemsan does not understand my
question, I am sure. I want to know if the old method of bas-
ing the duty on cloth on the assumption that it takes 4 pounds
of wool in the grease to make a single pound of cloth is en-
tirely eliminated from this bill?

Mr. HILL. Why, absolutely.

Mr. MURDOCK. That is all.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the genileman from Connecti-
cut has expired under the rule.

a~
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Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman——

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will have to inquire whether
the gentleman from Pennsylvania is opposed——

Mr. DALZELIL. No; the gentleman is not opposed, but——

Mr. KITCHIN. I want to say, Mr. Chairman, that I believe
there is a recent understanding between Mr. Uxperwoob, chair-
man, and Mr. Darzerr, the gentleman from Pennsylvania, by
which the gentleman from Pennsylvania should be recognized
now to yield some of his time.

The CHAIRMAN. Does the gentleman from North Carolina
ask unanimous consent? There was no such consent given, and
the Chair desires to keep the record straight.

Mr. DALZELIL. There is no trouble about keeping the record
straight.

Mr. KITCHIN. I think the Chair is mistaken and that a
recent agreement was made, perhaps 30 minutes ago. y

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair is not mistaken. If the gen-
tleman asks unanimous consent for that purpose, it should
appear of record; and if it is desired, the Chair can put the
request now. !

Mr. MANN. What unanimous consent is reguired?

The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, after the gentleman from
Connecticut has used an hour some one opposed to his side is
now entitled to recognition.

Mr, MANN. No one else has asked for recognition at this time,

The CHAIRMAN. Yes; there is some one who desires to be
recognized in order that the time may be divided.

Mr. MANN. I understood a while ago the gentleman who
was to speak next would not now ask for recognition until this
side had taken an additional hour.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I had deferred asking recognition at this
time, because I understood there was an agreement made re-
cently between Mr. UxpErwoop and gentlemen on the other side
that I should defer and the Chair would recognize.some one on
that side and the gentleman would yield some portion of his
time to the gentleman from Connecticut, and at the conclusion
of the gentleman's remarks the Chair would recognize some one
on this side to equalize that arrangement.

The CHAIRMAN., The Chair desired that the arrangement
should appear of record. The gentleman from Pennsylvania.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be recognized.

The CHATRMAN. The Chair recognizes the gentleman from
Pennsylvania.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr, Chairman, I yield to the gentleman from
Cronnecticut of my time 30 minutes, and I reserve the balance
of it.

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman was just leaving the cloth
part now.

Mr, HILL. No; I was talking about the conversion duty, and
I propose now to go no further into the specific compensatory
duties, but to take up the conversion duty and show how that

is made.
CLOTHS,

Mr. KITCHIN. If it will not interrupt you, I would like to
ask you how much reduction on cloth and dress goods your bill
makes?

Mr. HILL. Paragraph 21 of the Republican bill deals with
all fabrics except blankets and flannels for underwear. As a
general proposition it may be held that when an article has
been taken from a general clause and transferred to another,
where it plainly does not fit, or is given a classification by
itself, it was done to raise the particular duty without chang-
ing the general rate. No man can give a reason why felted
fabrics should be classified as wearing apparel, except to raise
the duty on them. (See p. 164 of the report.)

They go properly with other fabrics and even fall into the
lower valuations there. As constituted in the Republican bill,
paragraph 21 is a cloth-fabric paragraph execlusively, dress goods,
flannels, and felts having been consolidated with it, and general
manufactures taken out of it and consolidated with small wares,
and so forth, as the basket clause in paragraph 24, thus bringing
Schedule K in general harmony with other schedules in this
respect. As the paragraph now stands in the Republican bill it
plays no favorites, but all cloth is treated alike, falling by reason
of value into the clause where it belongs and taking its wool
duty specific, according to its wool confents. As the board shows
on page 95 of the report that 59,000,000 pounds of cotton were
used in the making of fabrics in 1909, or nearly 14 per cent of
the whole, the importance of the qualifying clause “ on the wool
contained therein ” will be at once seen. It is well to note also
that in 1909, in all forms of wool manufactures, 384 540,349
pounds of cotton were used, and, although bought as a free raw
material, received substantially the same privileges and benefits
and protection that it would have received if it had been wool,

It will not be so under the Republican bill. Each fiber will be
treated on its own merits. ;

Now, I believe that the overwhelming majority of our people
are sincere believers in the policy of protection, and that in any
case where a high rate is shown to be necessary to meet the
difference in the cost of foreign and domestic production in any
schedule from A to N, they are willing to give if, and I believe
that the political party which advocates that pelicy is bound to
win not only in the next election, but for the next quarter of a
century at least. But you have got to prove in these modern
days that it is necessary. Do not make any mistake about it.
I also believe that the rates must be written fairly and squarely in
the text so that “ he who runs may read,” and that the “ jokers "
must be absolutely eliminated from our tariff laws. [Applause
on the Republican side.] No one party is respensible for them.
The tariff of 1894 was officially branded by the President of the
United States with perfidy and dishonor [applause on the Repub-
lican side], and others bear evidences of mutilation in their
tedious journeys to the statute books.

8o far as I know there are no jokers in this Republican bill.

The ad valorem rates in this and the clothing paragraphs are
based on the schedules of comparative costs and prices found on
pages 651 to 705, inclusive.

The avowed and only purpose of the Democratic majority of
the committee is to tax importations to raise revenue and to
encourage importations in order to increase receipts. A single
ad valorem rate, if put low enough—and it is low enough in
the Underwood bill—will do this, and the importations will
steadily increase as the industry gradually disappears here
through inability to meet foreign competition, as is plainly
shown by the board’s report, and no man can show in the four
volumes of that report a single faet indieating the possibility
of anything like equal competition in woolens between the
United States and England, France, and Germany. With the
many thousands of styles and weights and varieties of woolen
fabries throughout the world, a single ad valorem rate must
necessarily be unfair to the majority. The Democratic mem-
bers of the committee recognized this in a slight degree in the
case of flannels by making a duty of 30 per cent, if valued at
less than 50 cents per pound, and of 45 per cent if of higher
value,

They recognized the protective prineiple still more in the con-
struction of their cotton bill by making a system of graded ad
valorem on fabrics and justified it in their report by the claim
that increasihg rates were needed because of increasing fine-
ness of yarns, additional cost of bleaching, dyeing, printing,
and general cost of advanced manufacturing processes.

If this is true of eottons, why is it not more emphatically
true of woolen fabrics? The Republican bill recognizes that
principle, and we have graded the duiies in paragraphs 21 and
23 so that they represent the difference in the cost of conver-
sion from wool to cloth and clothing between this country and
England, which is our strongest competitor.

In cloth the rates begin at 30 per cent ad valorem and ad-
vance by five steps to 55 per cent ad valorem. In the clothing
paragraph an additional allowance of 5 per cent on each grade
is made for the wastage and increased labor cost incurred in
conversion from cloth to wearing apparel. If there is any error
there it is not on the side of too great liberality.

As will be seen by a reference to the report—and I commend
the. report to the gentleman from North Carolina, and Ite ought
to study it, and ali gentlemen on that side of the House ought
to study it—the cost sheets upon which these rates are based
were first made up from the books of -American mills and from
the actual records taken during the personal visits of the ex-
perts of the board. The blank forms or schedules used will be
found beginning on page 631.

The idea was given to you this morning that that was not so;
that the figures were made up from estimates, and not from the
books. I hold in my hand a copy of a schedule made from a
mill in Connecticut, containing fizures made up from books that
had been closed six months, absolutely honest records. And so
it was with the American mills generally. The figures were
taken from the books, and not from statements made up by
any interested manager. I heard the statement which was
made here, and I knew that it was not correct.

Mr. PICKETT. Is it not a fact that in making these exami-
nations the Government had two experts, one a practical manu-
facturer, acquainted with the processes of manufacture, and the
other a practical accountant?

Mr. HILL. I so understand; and the gentleman from Towa
and I know of a case where one of the expert investigators
went to the city of Dubuque and examined a mill there from the
mill’'s own books; and before examining the books the expert
made up his estimate as to the cost of a certain sample, and
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when they got through with the investigation his estimate, made
in advance, tallied within half a cent a yard with the actual
books of the concern.

Mr. KITCHIN. Who was this expert manufacturer?

Mr. HILI. I do not know who he was, in Dubuque. The
man who made that estimate and examination was Mr. Culber-
son, an investigator of the Tariff Board.

Mr. PICKETT. The man was an expert, so far as his knowl-
edge of the practical manufacture of cloth was concerned.

Mr. KITCHIN. Was he a manwfacturer?

Mr. PICKETT. As I understand it, they sent two experts—
and I get this from the Tariff Board—one an expert in the
practical process of manufacturing cloth and the other an ac-
countant.

Mr. HILL. The gentleman from North Carolina endeavors
to impeach the ability of the Tariff Board, and so does the gen-
tleman from Alabama [Mr. Usperwoon], on the ground they
were not expert manufacturers, or that they were not expert
business men. What are you 14 lawyers on the Ways and
Means Committee? [Applause on the Republican side.] You
14 lawyers complain and compare the work of the Tariff Board
with the expert knowledge of 14 men, you yourselves, without
business experience, and yet you attempt to make up all the
schedules for the whole United States. [Applause on the Re-
publican side.]

er. jPAYI\'E. How did they get what knowledge they have
about it?

Mr. HILL. I put it to the gentleman from North Carolina
himself; will he attempt to put his own manufacturing experi-
ence alongside the knowledge and experlence of the experts of
the Tariff Board? [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman said this was a manufacturer,
a man of experience. I should like to know who he was.

Mr. HILL. I have given the gentleman’s name.

Mr. KITCHIN. A woolen manufacturer?

Mr. HILL. I do not know who he was, if you refer to the
mill proprietor in Dubuque.

Mr. KITCHIN. You said you were going to give his name.

Mr. HILL. Oh, no; I gave you the name of the expert ex-
aminer.

" Mr., KITCHIN. Who was this manufacturer?

Mr. HILL. I do not know. The gentleman knows that it is
absolutely necessary that this information should be confidential,
and that nobody could verify these schedules except through
the Tariff Board, and that they could not get the information
unless they treated it as confidential. Yet you Democrats on
the floor of this House condemn these people because they will
not violate their confidential agreement and make these names
identifying the schedules public to the world. [Applause on the
Republican side.]

Mr. KITCHIN. The gentleman will not answer my question.
Do I understand that the man who made up these figures for
the Tariff Board is a woolen manufacturer, as my friend said?

Mr. PICKETT. The gentleman is entirely in error.

Mr. HILL. I will answer the gentleman's question. These
figures in the Tariff Board report are, so far as American mills
are concerned, taken very largely from the books of manufac-
turing concerns, and they show the actual cost figures.

Mr, KITCHIN. I understand, then, that the man who made
up these figures is an American manufacturer who is in favor
of protection?

Mr. HILL. The information was also obtained in the way I
Iﬁn;& i.dneﬂcﬂbed’ although not to so great an extent, in Great

r g

Mr. KITCHIN. I only want to know whether these figures
were made by an American manufacturer who is Interested in

protection.
Mr. HILL. They were not made by an American manufac-
turer. The investigation was made by experts.

These schedules ignore day wages or piecework prices, ex-
cept as a matter of general information, but show in each case
the unit cost of a thousand pounds of tops, a thousand pounds
of yarn, and a thousand yards of cloth. The policy pursued in
making the primary schedules was to take the costs from the
mill books by the records which had been made and from the
accounts closed up for the preceding year, so that nobody could
be fooled by them, unless the proprietors had deliberately fooled
themselves and made it'a matter of record. Samples of the
cloths upon which costs were thus secured were then sent to
several other mills and like blanks filled out with estimates of
cost. Thus each statement was checked and counterchecked
from four to six times.

The American samples were then taken to Europe, and like
statements of costs made there, either by the mill proprietors

there or from their books or by experts employed for the pur-
pose. In the same way samples of foreign cloths were brought
here, analyzed by our manufacturers, and comparisons made
with fabries of similar character. I can not conceive of any
more thorough and exact ascertainment of the difference in
cost of production.

Reports are made on 53 different kinds of American cloth,
14 high-grade German cloths, and comparative mill prices given
on 61 samples of English and American cloths. These state-
ments of costs have been tabulated, showing—

First. Price on which duty is assessed.

Second. United States conversion cost,

Third. English conversion cost.

Fourth. Difference in conversion cost.

Fifth. Needed ad valorem to cover conversion cost.

Sixth. Specific or compensatory duty on basis of 18 cents
wool duty.

Seventh. Total duty.

Eighth, The English cost.

Ninth. The English cost plus the total duty.

Tenth. The American cost.

Eleventh, The percentage of the total duties to the wholesale
English selling price. -

Mr. LONGWORTH. If it will not interrupt the gentleman,
I think it will be well if he will state, as a number of gentle-
men are not familiar with the matter, how it would be possible
to ascertain the wool contents of cloth.

Mr. HILL. It is done simply by the sulphuric-acid test. That
eats out the vegetable fiber and leaves the wool fiber. There is
no difficulty about it.

Mr. LONGWORTH.
ities for doing it?

Mr, HILL. Absolutely; there is no trouble about it; they are
doing it every day. Even now, when there is a doubt in regard
to the valuation or of the undervaluation of a piece of fabrie,
it is sent right across the room from the examiner’'s office
and an analytical chemist separates the fiber, and in that
way determines the value. This plan would be to determine the
weight only.

Mr. LONGWORTH. I only asked the question because there
has been some objection made to the bill because of the im-
possible duty that is placed upon the officials of the Treasury.

Mr. HILL. There is not a particle of difficulty about it. If
any gentleman has any doubt, he can eall on Mr. Curtis, at
the Treasury Department, or Mr. Halstead, of the Customs Divi-
sion, and they will tell him that there is no trouble about it.

Mr. LONGWORTH. How about the wool in the cloth and
clothing ?

Mr. HILI. There is no trouble about that; not the slightest;
and I am so informed by the appraiser’s office.

The tabulations have been carefully studied, and repeated
adjustment of tentative cloth schedules made to the facts there
shown, and countertests made, by application of the statistical
conditions of the various samples to the tentative schedules,
until it is believed that, notwithstanding the enormous variety
of fabrics made the world over, the cloth schedule presented by
the minority of the committee is not only thoroughly protective
in its charaeter, but it is as near to the facts shown by the
Tariff Board report as can be made, unless a separate rate of
duty is made for each sample.

Mr. KITCHIN. My I interrupt the gentleman?

Mr. HILL. For a question.

Mr. EITCHIN. How much does your bill reduce the tariff
on woolen clothing and woolen goods?

Mr. HILL. I have already told you—30 per cent on the
whole ecloth schedule. x

Mr. KITCHIN. How much will it increase the importation?

Mr. HILL. I do not think it will increase the importation
at all. You would utterly falsify the work of the Tariff Board
if it did any more than find the facts, and as Republicans we are
pledged to make a bill fit the facts, showing the difference in
the cost of production, and how would that increase importa-

And the department officials have facil-

tion?
Mr. KITOHIN. I do not think it will increase importation.
Mr. HILL. It will increase the importation of free carpet

wool, which the gentleman would have voted for if it was not
for his caucus instructions.

Mr. KITCHIN. How much in woolen cloth and ready-made
clothing and other woolen fabries will your bill save to the
consumers of the country?

Mr. HILL. I will show you that if T have time.

The average ad valorem rate of this paragraph with the
present law applied to it would be 105 per cent. Without the
effect of the cotton clause shown, which can only be done upon
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an actual ascertainment in each case of other than wool con-
tents, the proposed reduction on this whole paragraph in the
Republican bill will average about 30 per cent. The cotton
clause would probably increase this reduction to more than 40
per cent.

The average reduction of the first two or cheaper grades of
cloth from the present law rates is 45 per cent if all wool. If
half cotton, which may be fairly assumed from the values, the
reduction would be 71 per cent., Of course, it is understood
that the present law rates are prohibitive on such goods.

The average ad valorem of the samples scheduled by the
Tariff Board is 64 per cent.

The average ad valorem difference between the net English
and Ameriean mill prices given on page 705 of the report is 63
per cent.

The average wool duty in the Republican bill, except ecarpet
wool, which is free, is 86.21 per cent.

The average of all conversion duties is 35.20 per cent.

The average conversion duty on cloth only is 42% per cent.

The Republican members of the committee have had no force
of clerks and paid employees to prepare tables showing the effect
of the duties on the importations of past years, but the general
conclusion which I draw from the proposed rates is that they
will show a reduction on the whole schedule of nearly 40 per
cent, which, by the operation of the cotton clause, will be in-
creased to about 50 per cent on actual importations, and yet the
rates are so applied as, in my judgment, to make a protective
bill and at the same time comply with the findings of the report
of the Tariff Board.

The English figures, which are about 5 per cent lower than
the German, have been made the basis for comparison. It is
not necessary to go through the remaining paragraphs, for
they are all constructed on the same general principle, except
in the proviso of the basket clause of paragraph 24. There the
specific duty is laid npon the wool contained in the article, and
the ad valorem duty is based upon the rate which the com-
ponent article of chief value carries in its own schedule. When-
ever these schedules are changed, the rates in this proviso
should be made to conform.

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman from Con-
necticut has again expired.

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I yield 10 minutes more to
the gentleman. :

Mr, HILL. The wool duties would go into effect upon the
passage of the bill and the manufacturing duties on January 1,
1913, thus following the precedent of the Wilson bill in this
respect.

Now, gentlemen of the majority, I have a word for you, in
all kindness and in sincerity, and I ask the especial attention
of the gentleman from North Carolina [Mr. KircHIN]. :

Mr. KITCHIN. Mr. Chairman, before the gentleman pro-
ceeds, allow me to ask him a guestion first. How much will
the gentleman's bill reduce the manufacturer’'s price of cloth,
ready-made clothing, and other woolen fabrics?

Mr. HILL. It will reduce it to a price of equal, fair, and just
competition——

Mr. KITCHIN. Oh, yes.

Mr. HILL. Wait one moment—as shown by the actual
statements submitted by the Tariff Board.

Mr. KITCHIN. How much do they say it would reduce it?

Mr. HILL. I will ask the gentleman to rbad the statement here.

Mr. KITCHIN. Oh, no. We want to know how much the
gentleman’s bill will reduce it to the consumer.

Mr. HILL. Now, gentleman of the majority, what is the
situation which confronts us?

You have presented a bill which you claim will reduce the
duties in Schedule K by 48 per cent.

We have presented one which in practical operation will
probably reduce them 50 per cent.

You have fixed your rates by guesswork for revenue purposes,
with the intention of eliminating all protection.

We have fixed ours on a thorough and exhaustive investiga-
tion by a nonpartisan Tariff Board, with the intention of main-
taining the true principle of protection, measured by the dif-
ference in the cost of production here and abroad.

Upon your own estimates you annually displace 200,000,000
pounds of domestic wool by the importation of the foreign
product, and transfer to Europe $12,000,000 worth of labor by
the increased importation of the manufactured produect and still
lose $1,348.349 of annual revenue.

We will lose $4,000,000 of revenue taken from a noncom-
petitive product, and every dollar of it will therefore, by the
lower cost of a household necessity, go toward a reduced cost
of living and at the same time will maintain the industry on
a protected basis of equal, fair, and just competition.

You offer us a bill which tlie President has vetoed once, and
which is in violation of the platform on which he was elected
and on which we stand now.

We offer you one which fulfills your pledge to reduce duties,
and which it is now in your power to enact into law.

For a year this industry has been tortured with doubt and
harassed with uncertainty as to its future condition.

The whole country needs and demands industrial peace and
with it there will surely follow industrial prosperity.

Let us in this matter forget partisanship and, as our mutnal
colleagues on the Tariff Board have done, work together for
the common good. [Prolonged applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, how much time has the gen-
tleman used?

The OCHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Pennsylvania has 23
minutes remaining.

IMr. DALZELL. Mr. Chairman, I reserve the balance of my
time.

Mr, TOWNSEND. Mr. Chairman, my understanding of the
informal agreement made between the gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Unperwoon] and gentlemen on the other side was that the
gentleman from Connecticut was to have yielded to him by the
gentleman from Pennsylvania so much time as the gentleman
from Connecticut reguired to conclude his remarks, and that
then the time was to come to this side.

Mr. MANN. That is right. The gentleman from Pennsyl-
vania merely reserves the balance of his time,

- Mr, DALZELL. The gentleman’s side is not entitled to my

me. i

Mr. MANN. The gentleman from New Jersey misunderstood
the gentleman from Pennsylvania.

The CHATRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey is recog-
nized for one hour.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Chairman [applause]

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from New Jersey.

Mr. TOWNSEND. Mr. Chairman, it is my purpose during
the time I am permitted to address the House to submit some
facts—results of my own investigation—going to prove that as
the rate of tariff protection increases so does the death rate of
those whose wages depend upon tariff-protected industries in-
crease. I shall relate some facts which prove that as the tariff
rate mounts high the living conditions of those wage earners
who toil in the protected industries sink lower and lower. If I
can present here official figures showing that throughout the
United States, with all unfavorable conditions in various parts
of the country bringing up the average, it is found that out of
every 100 deaths 27 are of children under 5 years of age, but
that in towns whose industries are most highly protected, out
of every 100 deaths not 27, but 47, 48, and even 50 are children
under 5 years of age; if it is found that the death rate from
all causes is highest in towns where are located the most highly
protected industries, even if in those towns natural conditions
are most favorable to health, then it is proper for us to inquire
if there is a condition of living among the toilers in these most
highly protected industries which of itself, and In spite of nat-
urally healthful surroundings, produces an appalling death rate
as well as hopeless misery and suffering among the living.

If it can be demonstrated that as the subsidles paid to tariff
beneficlaries increase the chances for life of the trust's wage
toilers decrease, if it is found that as the privilege of the rich
to tax the poor is extended and enlarged the opportunity for
the workers merely to survive is restricted, if it is found that
as dividends increase there is also an increase in the pitiful
little mounds of babies’ graves, if it is found that as the arro-
gance and pride begot from privilege grow, hope and joy in the
hearts of the toilers decrease, then it is reasonable for us to
inquire if these facts do not bear certain relations with each
other. If there is a sinister relationship between the facts, then
it is our duty to examine and to understand.

I recently visited and made some investigations in towns
where wool and where cotton are made into fabries. In the
town of Lawrence, Mass., I learned that out of every 100 deaths
47 were of children under 5 years of age, and of these 30 were
of children under 1 year of age. The average for the whole -
country is 27 children under 5 years of age instead of 47 as in
Lawrence, and for the whole country 19 out of every 100 deaths
are of children under 1 year of age, instead of 35, as in Law-
rence. In order that this appallingly large percentage of child
deaths in Lawrence, which, striking and significant as it is, is
not as large as the rates for corresponding ages in Fall Iliver
and in New Bedford—in order, I say, that these rates may be
better appreciated, let me give the figures for some cities also
noted as manufacturing communities,

In the city of Newark, N. J., partly in my congressional dis-
trict, where the values of finished manufactured products in
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1010 exceeded $200,000,000, where there were more than 1,800
manufacturing plants in the year 1910, of every 100 deaths but
81 were of children under 5 years of age. Taking a city far
removed from Massachusetts or from New Jersey, Seattle,
Wash., we find the deaths of children under 5 years of age out
of every 100 deaths were but 19, as against 50 in Fall River, 40
in New Bedford, and 47 in Lawrence, and of children under 1
year of age in Seattle but 14. Not to extend these comparisons
too far I will make but two others, both of Massachusetts com-
munities. In Cambridge, in that State, out of every 100 deaths.
26 were of children under 5 years of age, 19 of them being
under 1 year of age; in Worcester, an industrial community,
out of every 100 deaths, 30 were of children under 5 years of
age, and of them 22 were of children under 1 year of age.

It is a frightful toll of child deaths exacted by these inter-
ests which have received from Republican Congresses the power
to tax all the people, and that taxing power demanded and re-
ceived under the immorally false claim that it was for the
benefit of American labor. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

In Lawrence I determined to see for myself what were the
living conditions of the toilers in the woolen mills. I was ac-
companied by interpreters, but made my own selection of tene-
ments to visit, and in that way, going here and there in the
quarters occupied by the mill hands, entering tenements which
seemed to be of average condition, I talked with the workers,
learning from whence they came and why, bhow long they had
been in this country, what had induced them to come, their
worldly state there and here, and facts as to their wages and
their living expenses.

What their conditions of living were I saw for myself. That
they were supplied with the necessities of life was demonstrated
merely because they were alive, but it was hard to believe, in
some cases, that human beings could exist under the conditions
I found. In only one of a score of homes was there anything
to eat except bread, and the supply of that was many times
pitifully small. Two, three, and as many as four occupied one
small room. The slender supply of furniture was cheap, rough,
and many times broken. Of course, such things as carpets and
curtains were unknown; men, women, and children poorly, and
many times insufficiently, clad, This was the story simple ob-
servation told. As to other things which should be of interest
to us who are asgked to maintain a high protective duty, in order
that the high standard of American living may be maintained,
I made notes at the time, and it seems to me that instead of
working those notes up to a statement in literary form that it
will impart as mueh useful information and in less time if T
give here a literal transcription of those notes written down as
the information came to me in response to my questions. So I
reproduce here merely some typical cases.

First. Husband, wife, and three children; two rooms; rent,
$2 a week; here seven years; husband only worker; wages,
26,12 a week when he worked full time; no idea of weekly
average for a year; had been shepherd in Italy; came because
heard talk of plenty of money and work here; man had bought one
overcoat and one suit of clothes in seven years, woman one dress.

Second. Husband, wife, two children, and boarder; five in
three rooms; rent, $2 a week; man had been farmer in Italy;
does not live as well here as at home; works in finishing room;
wages $6.05, but made $7.15 working three instead of two ma-
chines; sometimes ran four machines, but no more wages. If
boss sees good, quick workman gives him more work but no
more pay. Receiving strike relief from Ifalian parish school.

I want at this point to interrupt this transeription of my
rough notes to speak of a happening in that home which proved
that these people are eager to improve themselves, and that
they are ambitious that their children shall receive enough
schooling to make them good, intelligent citizens. I made a
friend of one of the children, a boy of T whom I took to be 4
years old; the mother, observing our friendly relation, proudly
produced a dog-eared reader in which there were translations
of simple words from Italian into English. My little friend
was asked to show how well he was going on with his study,
and read some translations to me, both father and mother look-
ing over his shoulder, eagerly striving, as it seemed to me, to
Lkeep pace with the youngster's advance in acquiring the Eng-
lish language. I speak of this because it is sometimes said of
these people that they come here merely to pile up wealth
and return to their own country, where they can acquire estates,
and live in luxury and everlasting disdain of the United States.

And before proceeding with my notes I want to say a word about
that most serious charge brought against the foreign workers
in highly protected industries that some of them have saved
money, The manner in shich this charge is made clearly
shows that those who make it expect thereby to demonstrate
that the wages paid by these protected industries are excessive,
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otherwise how could the wage earners save? Is thrift a sin?
If one saves, though he starves to do it, is that Republican
proof that wages are too high? Undoubtedly some of those
people, where fathers and mothers and children have worked
from T to 10 years, toiled eagerly, deprived themselves of every
necessity except those absolutely required that they might
barely live and continue to work, undoubtedly some such fami-
lies have in 5, 7, or 10 years saved as much as $200, and I think
I heard of one awful example of $300. DBut what they have
done to save this dollar or two a month out of the wages of a
family it would be cruel to expose in all its punishing poverty
and suffering. Yet such thrift is used as an argument for the
continuance of 90 per cent protection for the benefit of those
who paid such families their wages. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.] 2 f

Before leaving this subject, I wish to add testimony of an
active and intelligent official of the Central Labor Union.
When I visited him he was in charge of the union's relief
station in Lawrence, where the union was giving relief, upon
application, to any applicant, whether he was a member of the
union or not.

If, upon investigation, the union was satisfied that the appli-
cant needed aid, it was furnished. This official told me that no
American mill hand had saved any money from his wages, and
my belief is that he included among the American workers not
only the few remaining native born at work in the mills but
also the comparatively few English and Irish expert mill hands
who had come to this country years ago and who had not, as
most of their kind have, escaped from mill work. Some of
these, he said, came to his home and asked if they might not
get some relief for their families without going to the relief
station, where their poverty and distress would become publicly
known. He had been able to afford relief quietly in response
to such requests and thereby save the self-respect of these who
applied in that manner only when the necessity of the helpless
members of their family became dire. That was his answer to
my question as to whether the wages of the toilers in this
highly protected industry had been large enough to enable the
toilers to save any provision against such times of necessity.

I had been told that the deposits in the savings banks of Law-
rence were evidence that the Republican rate of wages paid has
enabled the toilers to save. In answwer to this my friend of
the Central Labor Union replied that the savings depositors
were of the usual class, the small tradesmen and professional
people, bookkeepers and cashiers, and the members of the vari-
ous locals of the Central Labor Union who were working in the
unprotected industries—the carpenters, bricklayers, plasterers,
blacksmiths, the railroad men, and, as usual, the various mem-
bers of labor organizations working in industries unprotected
by any part of the Republican tariff system. [Applause on the
Demoeratic side.]

I will resume the transeription of my notes.

Third. Six adults; 3 brothers, 1 sister, 2 nephews; 5 worked;
3 rooms; rent, $3 a week:

1 wasteman £0. 50
1 combing ey o e
1 doffer — = M T
1 spinning. 6. 55
1 set bobbins e 5. 10
Total 30. 95

Average weekly wage, $6.19 when working full time.

In the above classification I have used the terms deseribing
their employment as they were given to me by the interpreter,
himself the son of a mill hand, and they may not be the terms
used here by gentlemen in describing mill workers.

Fourth. Four couples, 1 baby, 9 in all; 4 rooms; rent, $3; 4
men and 2 women worked :

I el L B e D S e Tl i A TL S $£8. 00
1 wool shop = S - 6.§0
1 spooling 6. 05
1 twist 8. 00
1 spinner 6. 55
1 wool shop 7. 50

Total 42, 60

Average wage, $7.11 a week.

In this group, as in every other one I visited, I made inguiry &s
to the average weekly wages for a full year, but seldom could get
any accurate estimate. There were layoffs or slack times, but
what they amounted to in weeks in a year I did not learn until
I questioned this group, where one of the women had kept some
sort of an account of all their wages and the number of full
work-weeks. Pasing my estimate upon her statement, thet
there had been work which totaled 39 full weeks, a simple eal-
culation shows that the average weekly wage, counting as many
weeks in the year as they are obliged to iive, was $5.30. They
had saved no money.
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(5) Twenty-two people in 6 rooms—19 adults, 3 babies—ecame
to America because they read in Italian papers letters from New
York and Boston that there was lots of work and money in
America. Eighteen adults work, all but one very old woman,
who was nurse and caretaker and cook and housekeeper. “These
were neighbors in the old country. Two work in twist room,
get $6.35 a week, but worked overtime for four months for no
different pay.

The interpreter explained that they got no extra pay for over-
time work.

Would go back to Italy if they could, but had no money. One
girl, with finger end cut off by machinery, asked for damages
but got none; did not press for damages because lose job if she
did. Two old women each got $5.50 a week; only boss, wife,
and 3 children were getting relief from strike fund; other adults
ashamed to ask. One man worked overtime 3 hours a day for
27 cents—that was nof right pay, but would lose job if com-
plained. Another girl (brought in), whole index finger of left
hand taken off while cleaning twisting machine. Rule was then
must clean while machine running; rule changed since. Lawyer
ot $25 for her, not damages, because they sald it was her fault,
but gave her money to feed herself nnd baby. Did not sue be-
cause she would lose job; went back to work for less wages;
baby was 2 months old when she had accident; mother about 18.

(5) Polish, husband, wife, 3 children, 4 boarders, 9 in all, in
3 rooms, rent $2 a week. Husband a weaver, $7, sometimes $8
a week, about 3 months full time last year, 9 months slack time
when he earned §3 or $4 or §3 a week. Farmers in old country.
Read in papers that America was good country. One boarder
(Intelligent) earned $6.50 a week, does not smoke or drink, but
was short $2 every month.

. Dd you all want to strike?—A. Yes.

If you lose strike will you go away?—A. Home?
. Yes, home?—A. No; not enough money to go home.

(G) Russians, 9 adults, 3 children, 12 in 4 rooms, rent $3 a
weelk ; 8 people working, only sometimes full work, same pay for
overtime; 7 years in America ; no money saved; get relief from
station; orders for groceries, §1 worth of groceries a week for
adults, 50 cents for children,

There is a literal transeription of some notes I took on my
rounds. I have not attempted to supply any colar to the picture
drawn by those notes. I have refrained from any of the many
comments that I might have made, refrained from shedding any
side lights upon sights that I saw. I undertook that task with
years of training in such work to aid me. I know that even a
trained investigator may be deceived when seeking only the
truth regarding such situations; I know that it is claimed that
the average wage of the millworkers of Lawrence is something
between $0 and $9.50 a week. I found just one man who said
that he earned $9 a week when he was working full time,

My Italian interpreter was recommended to me by a baniker
of Lawrence who knew him as an intelligent, honest, hard-work-
ing young man temporarily out of employment because the store
in which he worked had laid off clerks. He came from a family
of mill workers, and it was evident that the toilers he ques-
tioned respected him for his superior intelligence and worldly
situation; and becaunse of these regsons I am disposed to be-
lieve that the statements of these people, as I wrote them in my
notes, were statements of facts; and the paramount facts de-
duced from my Investigations, and from the official statistics
of mortality published in United States Census Bulletin No.
109, show that these people—men, women, and children—toiling
in an industry whose owners are permitted to lay a tax of 90
per cent on the clothes all Americans wear, do not receive
wages enough to live in decency themselves and to prevent
their children from starving to death. Starvation is one of
the principal causes of fhe deaths of thousands of children
of the workers in the most highly protected industries in
America.

On the gquestion of the average weekly wage, which has so
definite and pitiful a relation to the death rate, I was able to
obtain more detailed information in Fall River. There I had
the pleasure of making the acquaintance of as fine an American
citizen as I have ever met, Thomas Chew, superintendent of
the Boys' Club of Fall River. He was a mill hand in Lanea-
shire, England, when he reached the advanced age of 8 years,
came to this country when he was 12 years old, and went to
work in the mills of Fall River at a time when many English
and Irish expert weavers were coming fo this country. He had
ambition and educated himself; he had the heart and soul of
a philanthropist and a great pity for the children of the mill
workers. He knew, what every investigator of such living con-
ditions learns, that if you can save a boy from evil ways until
he is 14 years of age you have done a great work for him
toward saving him from ever falling into evil ways,

As a result of his effort Fall River has one of the best boys'
clubs I have ever seen. At various times Superintendent Chew
has induced M. C. D. Borden, one of the large mill owners of
Fall River, to subseribe a quarter of a million dollars for these
club buildings, and Chew supports and maintains them by sub-
scriptions which he gets from people who appreciate the value
of his work, but he gets no support from the mills, Boys under
14 years of age are glad to become members of one of these
clubs; and many of the men working in the mills flock to the
other, for there is also a men's club, There they have games,
gymnastics, and many forms of entertainment, all under the
least possible amount of oversight or supervision.

Unfortunately, no such work is being done for the girls of the
families of mill workers. The mothers know the danger of
allowing their girls the freedom of the streets, and it is a com-
mon thing in Fall River for the mother, when she goes to her
work in the mill, to turn the boys out of doors, knowing they
have the club to go to, and to lock in the girls under 14 years.
When Mr. Chew made an investigation as to the causes which
result in the death of 50 children out of every 100 people who
die in Fall River, it was a common thing for him, when he
rapped at a tenement door, to be answered by a little girl, who
would say that she was locked in, taking eare of the baby. Mr.
Chew told me, also, that the school census takers frequently
had the same experience.

I have told this muech of that remarkable man beeause he
was the only worker for the salvage of child life and child
morals I discovered, and to show that he is familiar with wage
and working facts, for the mill workers in Fall River all give
him their confidence.

I took up with Mr. Chew this question of the average weekly
earnings of the 35,000 or 40,000 mill hands in Fall River be-
cause I wanted to get from the best available authority in-
formation as accurate as might be; not what a pay roll of a
single full week or month would show, but what these people
earn on an average during 52 weeks in the year—that being
the number of weeks in a year they are obliged to live if they
can. As a result of our caleulations, I find that the Fall River
mill workers average during the year a weekly wage of $6.235.
The mills that pay these wages have been granted by Repub-
lican Congresses the privilege of collecting from the American
people a bonus of 00 per cent on the goods they manufacture.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] This privilege was granted,
of course, in order that those receiving it might pay wages to
their work people so high that a comfortable and self-respect-
ing condition of living should be enjoyed by those work people.

I shall feel amply rewarded for the time and labor I ex-
pended if my humble contribution to knowledge regarding the
workingman’s benefits from a high tariffi—if my contribution,
I say, shall hasten the death of that most malicious fable—that
a high protective tariff benefits the workingman. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Mr, Chairman, will the
gentleman yield for a moment?

Mr. TOWNSEND. I will yield for a question.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I only want to say that I
live in Fall River, and have lived there since 1844. There is a
woman’s union in Fall River. Did the gentleman visit that?

Mr. TOWNSEND. I did not; but I am very glad to hear it.
Mr. Chew told me there was no such institution as his for girls.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. There is a woman’s union
in Fall River that is cared for by contributions of the people, as
there are several institutions especially for the care of children
provided for in the same manner.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I am very glad to get that information,
but it is clearly, however, not a question.

Mr, GREENE of Massachusefis. I did not say it was a
question, but I wanted to correct that part of the gentleman’s
statement.

Mr. TOWNSEND. I have no doubt that in Fall River, as
in many other American cities, there are Christian women
who do something toward caring for unfortunate women in all
respects. As to Fall River, however, I could state some facts
which could scarcely be printed in the Recorp regarding con-
ditions almost forced. upon mill girls of Fall River, and if the
gentleman wishes me to do so I will state them.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I appreciate that the gentle-
man can possibly state many disagreeable facts, but I know
these are not common alone to Fall River, but to every manu-
facturing city, both North and South, and I very much regret
it; but as the gentleman stated there was no provision for the
care of young girls I wished that statement corrected.

Mr. HEFLIN. Mr. Chairman, so far as the Sonth is con-
cerned, I deny that that is the condition of the mill employees
in the Southern States.
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Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Very well.

Mr. McCOY. Will my colleague yield?

Mr. TOWNSEXND. Certainly.

Mr. McCOY. Was not the statement which the gentleman
repeated as having been made by this head of the boys’ club
that there was no similar girls' elub?

Mr, TOWNSEND. Quite so. I 'made no statement concern-
ing any of the Christian women of Fall River giving ordinary
care to destitute and unfortunate women. I stated, as my
colleague suggests, that there was no similar institution for the

_care of girls,

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, I have known Mr. Chew
ever since he has been a resident of Fall River, and I want
to say the boys’ club which he has charge of, was originated
in a very peculiar way by contributions from the people of
Fall River, and finally becoming discouraged in maintaining it,
in looking over the directory he found the name of M. C. D.
Borden, of New York——

Mr. TOWNSEND. I can not yield further to the gentleman.
I have given Mr. Borden credit for having established this club.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I will take time later to
reply to the gentleman.

Mr. TOWNSEND. And I will be very glad to hear the gen-
tleman’s testimony as.to the condition of the mill workers of
Fall River.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. And I think I know them
very well, as I have lived there since 1844,

Mr. TOWNSEND. I do not yield further.

Before I present some inferesting figures as to child mortality
in Fall River, let me quote briefly from the writings of Samuel
Hopkins Adams, an investigator of the highest standing of
muniecipal health condition. He guotes from official vital statis-
ties, which show that Fall River has the second worse death
rate of its class in the United States, in spite of its most favor-
able natural condition, and says:

Fall River is a healthful locality, well situated on sharp hills rising
from a lovely bay, It is cleansed by the pervasive and consistent disin-
fection of salt breezes. It suffers no bitter extremes of heat or cold.
At its very gates lles a good water supply, which, wisely, is guarded
against contamination. Drainage is fair, though, unfortunately, not
universal. There has been no sudden pressure of population to encour-
age and excuse the bullding of the evil type of tenement. Air and light
are everywhere avallable. Broad areas of farming couniry near at
hand furnish a milk supply which is at least of fair quality, as milk
goes nowadays. Why, then, since Fall River is a healthful city, is it
not also a healthy city?

The answer to that is, in my opinion, that even in that
healthful city the wages of the 40,000 people working in its
mills, turning out the many millions of dollars worth of goods,
helping to make enormous dividends which are added to by a
Republican tariff tax of 90 per cent, the answer is, I say, that
those 40,000 mill workers get so small a portion of the mills’
profits for their wages that they simply can not live in con-
ditions where health is possible. [Applause on the Demoecratic
side.] The mortality figures of these workers in Fall River
are startling. I think I have already said that in that most
favorably situated city, with no towering tenements, no con-
gested areas, out of every 100 deaths 50 are of children under
5 years of age, and of those 39 are of children under 1 year
of age.

If you will take Census Bulletin No. 109, and turn to table 3,
on page 82, and run your eye along the columns giving the
causes of death in Fall River, you will fail to find any deaths
attributed to malnutrition or marasmus. Those two terms have
been eliminated from the international list of causes of death,
which list, very properly, has been adopted by Dr. Wilbur, who
is at the head of the division of vital statistics in the Census
Burean. But among the causes of death even a layman will
find many familiar names of diseases peculiar to children, and

also he will find many diseases listed which modern medicine:

properly classifies as preventable diseases. Dr. Wilbur was
kind enough to go over this very enlightening table with me,
and he made two series of check marks, one indicating diseases
peculiar to infancy and the other preventable diseases. A little
examination of his check marks develops this fact—in the classi-
fication carried by the table there are 31 causes of death listed.
Of these 19 are checked as preventable diseases, and I find
that in Fall River every cause of death checked as peculiar to
children has opposite, also, a check mark indicating that it is
a preventable disease according to the theory of modern medieal
science.

If they are preventable why, in that healthful town, in that
highly protected community, does the death rate of children un-
der 5 years of age show 50 out of every 100 deaths? Why,

when in the country at large there are out of every 100 deaths
only 19 of children under 1 year of age, in Fall River are there
Why, when the cwners of the mill are so highly protected

397

by a Republican tariff, are not the bowels of compassion of
those owners moved to protect just a little the children of their
workers? [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. Chéw is a practical man, and when these grewsome fig-
ures of children's death came to him he started out to make an
investigating campaign of his own. He knew that the reason
malnutrition and marasmus have been removed by modern medi-
cine from its list of causes of death was because they do not
deseribe a disease but a condition; he knew that the words
were not accurate, that they have been used in the past merely
as polite terms to describe starvation, but he wanted to know
how many children died of starvation in Fall River in 1909, I
take the result of his investigation from a newspaper published
in Fall River, and the first headline in that Fall River paper,
printed in large black type, reads “ Thousands of babies die in
year.” He based his investigation, it appears, on figures sup-
plied to him by the local health officers, and incidentally I may
remark that his figures of deaths of children under 1 year of
age in Fall River in 1909 are nearly 100 less than the figures
given by bulletin No. 109 of the Census Bureau. But taking the
most favorable report it is seen that in that year in Fall River,
including stillbirths, 1,036 children under 1 year of age died.
As the result of his investigation Mr. Chew tabulated thus:

Stillbirths - ___ - 250
From preventable di 501
Nonpreventable diseases 285

Total 1, 036

Then he goes into the causes of deaths of children under 1
year of age, and he is not ashamed to use those tabooed words,
malnutrition and marasmus, meaning starvation, and he finds
from that cause that there were in Fall River in that year 141
deaths of children under 1 year of age. And their mothers were
working for $6.25 a week manufacturing goods upon which a
Republican tariff bonus of 90 per cent is charged against every
person in the United States who wears a garment of cotton.
And then, there were 250 stillbirths—250 little bodies starved
to death before they were born, and the tariff only 90 per cent.
Why, good God! the Republicans are only half right. If the
privileged beneficiaries of a Republican tariff can not afford to
pay wages high enough to prevent this slaughter of infants, let
us double the tax, make it high enough, at least, so that babies
may not be starved fo death before they come into the world.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

I want to exhibit to Members here this map of the city of
Fall River, which, it can be seen, is marked with groups of pins,
1,086 pins roughly divided into three groups, 786 black pins and
250 white pins. Every black pin indicates the street and house
where an infant under 1 year of age died in Fall River in 1909,
and every white pin indicates a stillbirth. One group roughly
outlines the section of Fall River where the Italians and Poles
live, a second one the section occupied by French and Belgian
mill hands, and the third that sectlon of the city occupied by
immigrants from 17 other European countries. This very sig-
nificant map is the result of the personal canvass of Mr. Chew
to determine the facts indicated. At the conclusion of his in-
vestigation he found that he had the record of the deaths of 400
children under 1 year of age whose births had never been
reported.

Such indifference to life you would never find in a well-con-
ducted stock farm, where the birth of every colt and every calf
is carefully entered in the studbook and the cattle register
[applause on the Democratic side]; such indifference to life
you would not find in any kennel, where the record, for future
bench shows, registers the birth of every puppy. I refer to this
because it is a striking evidence of a fact of which lawmakers
must soon take careful notice; of the fact that in these mill
towns there is a complete separation between the welfare and
interests of the well-to-do and prosperous portions of the com-
munities and those of the communities who toil in the mills.
There is no common interest; the classes are separated as it
was never designed the classes should be separated in American
communities. They are separated in a way that is dangerous
to those communities and to American institutions. There is a
submerged, a neglected portion of the community whose very
births and deaths are matters of indifference to the municipal
authorities. Lest it be thought that conditions have impreved
I will insert at this time these figures: In 1909, as we have seen,
the deaths of infants in Fall River, under 1 year of age, not
including stillbirths, were 786; in 1910 I find from the United
States census figures that they were 854.

What personal suffering and misery this condition gives rise
to in these towns of highly protected interests that which I
have already said gives, I hope, some hint. With what danger
this condition menaces our institutions I ask those of you wiser
than I to pause and give thought to. I believe that this arro-
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gance and eivie indifference are begot of privilege—the privilege
a few have obtained from Republican Congresses to tax unjustly
the many. [Applause on the Democratic side.] The few have
been enabled to make large dividends without earning them.
They are relieved from competition and the necessity imposed
by competition to improve their products.

Let me say a few words on that last proposition: In Fall
River I visited the Bradford-Durfee Textile School, one of the
three which the State of Massachusetts, greatly to its credit,
assists in maintaining. This school has for its superintendent a
textile expert named Umpléeby, who learned his eraft in England,
and studied in its higher branches, or at least pursued and
finished his studies, in Germany and France, He is my aun-
thority for this statement: Textile mills in England and in
Germany and in France will take shoddy ; that is, the soft and
loosely woven rag fabries, tear it aparf, comb, spin, and weave
it, and make a better looking, more highly finished piece of
cloth from it than any American mill will make from the best
quality of raw material

The American mills, enjoying these monstrous subsidies
granted to them by Republican Congresses, are under no neces-
sity of installing the latest and best type of plants or of pay-
ing high wages in order to secure expert labor, and thus are
enabled to charge an artificial price for inferior product. I be-
lieve that the subsidy that they have been granted by the Gov-
ernment, this privilege to tax, relleves them of the necessity of
making the highest class produect.

Their profits are insured. I believe that these discriminations
in their favor produce a state of mind among this privileged
class which makes them careless in their manufactures, indiffer-
ent to the conditions of their toilers, and, as one result, we find
these groups here, these pitiful black and white marks indicat-

- ing preventable infant mortality; a lamentable result peculiar,
so far as my observations go, to communities where highly-
protected industries exist.

I want to exhibit to you this chart. The vertical columns, as
you see, represent the months of that year, 1909 ; the horizontal
lines the days of that month. The red wafers show the deaths
in Fall River in that one year, many of them from preventable
causes, of children under 1 year of age; the blue wafers show
the stillbirths. Notice how strikingly the deaths increase in
July, August, and September.

Not far from Fall River is the home of a summer colony
famous all over the world for the magnificence of its palaces,
the extravagance of its people, the varied and whimsical meth-
ods of their entertainment, the gorgeousness of their lawn fétes
and their water carnivals, the splendor of their entertainment
of foreign people of title, the stately sweep of their lawns, and
the perfection of their gardens. The same water which partly
surrounds Fall River laps the beaches and bluffs of Newport.
But in Newport in July, August, and September these palaces,
some of them, are occupied by men and women whose colossal
fortunes have been given to them by the operation of this Re-
publican tariff subsidy. Their children you will find there in
July, August, and September, cared for by nurses, by gov-
ernesses, by tutors, enjoying every pleasure, every entertain-
ment that wit or fancy can devise and prodigality provide to
make their little lives happy and healthy. They are taken
there in private yachts; they are cared for like little princes
and princesses, protected from chill or from the summer heat,
nourished, petted, and amused. All of this during those three
dreadful months, whose record of infant deaths in the town
of Fall River make ghastly red the splashes on this chart.

I am not inventing this shameful story; it is taken from the
official records of a city a portion of whose vast profits, enor-
mous dividends, people enjoy from stock shares under suspicion
of carrying an undue amount of water. I am not endeavoring
to incite class hatred. I merely wish, if T can, to make my
fellow Members of the House of Representatives ask them-
selves if all is well with a fiseal policy responsible for this
hideous red record on one shore of the waters of that beauntiful
sound, and responsible at the same time for the conditions of
wealth, of luxury, of idleness, at a near-by part of those historie
waters?

Noting the condition of those who benefit by the tariff,
contrasted with the overtaxed consumers throughout the coun-
try, as well as the unfortunate workers in highly protected in-
dustries, all of whom are robbed by the tariff, it seems fair to
assert that goverpmental pap, such as is this subsidy, ladled
out to a privileged few by the Republican Party, is o mighty
bad diet for any portion of a free people. It quickens the appe-
tite, to be sure, but it deadens the conscience; it gives luxuries
to the few, to be sure, but it deprives the many of common
comforts; it affords education, travel, leisure for those who
fatten on this governmental pap, but it imposes on the many
unrelieved toil and unjust taxes upon their necessities of life.

The salvage of human Iife must be taken as one fair measure
of o community’s conscience, its sense of right and wrong, of
charity. What, then, must be our judgment of the rich in a
community who are indifferent even to the salvage of the lives
of those who can not save themselves—the little ones, the chil-
dren? Let 90 per cent of helpless infants die if only those who
need no aid are helped by tariff subsidies at a 90 per cent rate.
What do they care about the death rate so long as the tariff
rate is maintained by votes of a Republican Senate or the veto
of a Republican President?

Where the black and white marks on the map tell the
hideous story of preveniable infant mortality, I noticed, as I
walked through that District of Sorrow, that one of the sireels
was named Hope. That, surely, was the very malice and frenzy
of satire. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Hope? What
quantity of that merciful on can sooth the heart of
man, woman, or child working in dull and unilluminated
routine, which gives but a feeble hold upon a miserable exist-
ence at best. What hope is there to assuage, even by promise,
the dull pain of unsuckled breasts of mothers whose children
were starved before they were born, while the mothers toiled
with the pain of their untimely tribulation.

What hope for the boy who begins working in the mills when
he should be playing in the fields, working at the start for $2
a week, earning a little more by slow increases, but only a
little more; working on, just to preserve life, until at 50 he is
worn out and becomes worse than the unemployed—the wun-
employable!

Are we not justified in thinking that they fare best who
escape from that drab existence before they endure more than
a few days of its suffering, before they can appreciate the
glories and delights of high Republican tariff, before they are
taught to understand the blessings granted by Government to
insure the high.standard of American living for all who teil
in protected industries?

May we not exeuse those who, after living such lives, look,
perhaps not wholly in sorrow, at these black and white pins, at
these red splashes on the chart? They know what years of
misery were saved by the events which placed those telltale
pins upon this silent but picturesque Republican tariff argu-
ment. [Loud applause.]

Mr. Chairman, if I have any time left, I yield it to the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. Rernry].

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman has 15 minutes remaining.
The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr. RE1LLY] is recognized for
15 minutes.

Mr. REILLY. Mr. Chairman, my distingnished colleague,
Hon. Erexezer J. Hior, of Norwalk, Conn., who has written the
minority report that accompanies this woolen schedule, has long
posed as a high priest of protection as enunciated by Repub-
lican platforms and as preached from Republican lay pulpits.
In addition to his belief in Republican tariff theology, he ap-
pears to be convinced that he has been commissioned from some
more or less authoritative source as the champion of American
labor and its defender against the hordes of the so-called panper
labor of Europe.

He has been fairly successful in making some people believe
that he is and has been a high protectionist only because of
his unselfish, undying love for the American workingman.

He has almost exploded with indignation when anyone has
dared point a finger at the sacred Grand Old Party tariff; he
has wept tears, copious and crocodile—but copious at any rate—
over the woes of the workers in mill and factory; he has drawn
pictures of the prosperity that prevails under the benign in-
filuence of 100 per cent duties and the dire distress that must
ensue if those duties are disturbed. He has told you in his
thrilling “ Story of the Extra Session of the cold-blooded at-
tempts of the Democrats to ruin American industries; he has told
you of their deep-laid plans to close the mills and the shops;
he has told you of their efforts to bring disaster upon the people
in general, either because of their ignorance in the matter of
proper legislation or their willful intent to raise hell in general
with business. [Applause on the Democratic side.] IIe has
tried to show you why no one but a Republican high protection-
ist should be permitted to enact any tariff legislation.

He has almost taken the stand that no one but himself knows
anything about a tariff, and that when it comes right down to
it, Messrs. PAYNE and DALzeLL are mere tariff pikers. And this
vast knowledge and this wonderful comprehension of the scope
of a high protective tariff, he wants you to understand, have
been used exclusively by him in all tariff legislation for the pro-
tection of the dear Ameriean workingman and his happy, happy
home. Has anyone dared question the purity of his motives
in his devotion to the cause of the tariff barons, especially the
woolen kings? Has anyone dared insinuate anything mercenary
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in that specific or ad valorem loyalty to the princes of protec-
tion? No, siree. The fear of the dreadful blowing up that
would follow even a mere hint of that sort has heretofore
been enough to prevent. [Applause on the Democratic side.]
To his Imperial Majesty Ebenezer I [laughter], King of Wool-
dom and Emperor of Tariffania, only the highest altruistie
motives have been ascribed [laughter]; only a burning desire
to help the wage earner in all his protective pyrotechnics.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

There are dreams that one dislikes to dispel; there are pic-
tures that one hates to destroy. To do so may be ecalled cruelty
and vandalism, but there are unpleasant as well as pleasant
duties that must be performed.

Let us leave this Hirr of altruism and get down to brass tacks.
What do -we find in connection with the attitude of the dis-
tinguished Connecticut champion of Schedule K and its minority
offspring now under consideration?

We find that in addition to the protection for the American
woolen workers there is other protection desired. There may
be protection for the Norwalk Mills Co. desired. The gentleman
from New York [Mr. Braprey], in the recent debate on the
metal schedule, was questioned by the gentleman from Mis-
souri [Mr. Hamrin] as to his interest in a certain industry
upon which he desired a higher duty than the bill provided.
The reply of the gentleman from New York was that before
coming to Congress he had been interested largely in the in-
dustry in question, but when he was elected to or nominated
for Congress he disposed of his interest, because he wished to
be in a position to legislate without a personal bias on all mat-
ters, It was the expression of a high ideal of public duty and
was characteristic of the gallant colonel.

The annual reports of the Norwalk Bills Co. from 1888, when
the printing of the reports began under the Connecticut law, down
to and including 1912, show that Erenezer J. Hiin, of Norwalk,
owned from T0 to 140 shares of the stock of that concern.
They show that he was not only a stockholder, but that he was
and is a director of that company, and they also show that he
was the viee president of the concern for several years. [Ap-
plause on the Democratic side.] So that there may be no mis-
take as to the identity of the E. J. Himr, one of the reports
distinguishes the director as Hon. B. J. Hivr, of Norwalk. Not
only was he interested in the manner described, but one of his
sons was treasurer of the company for a while.

Herewith are given some figures and facts from the annual
reports of the Norwalk Mills Co., showing the connection of my
colleague with the company as a stockholder:

Year Name. Residence.

In 1900 the law was changed so that it required only the
filing under oath of the following particulars, namely, the
amount, the capital stock actually paid in, a list of the directors
and officers, and the location of the prinecipal office in Connecti-
cut. The report of 1900 of the Norwalk Woolen Mills Co. was
made and sworn to by Epexezee J. Hirr, vice president, and
Frederick J. Hill, treasurer.

From 1800 up to and including 1910 the name of HE. J. HiLL
appears in the annunal report as vice president and director of
the Norwalk Woolen Mills Co. In 1910 Mr., Hirrn retired from
the vice presidency, but remains as a director in the company,
according to the reports filed, including the one filed for 1912
on the 2d day of January of this year.

The annual report of the Norwalk Mills Co. for 1900, when
the change in the law took place, was made by the Messrs. Hill
as vice president and treasurer, and is as follows:

We, EpExezer J, HILL, vice president, and Frederick A, Hill, treas-
nrer, of the Norwalk Mills Co., a joint-stock corporation organise& under
and pursuant to the laws of the State of Connecticut relat!ndg to zoint-
stock companies, and located in the town pf Norwalk in said State, in
complianee with the reqoirements of said laws, hereby certify under
oath : That the condition of the affairs of said company, as nearly as
the same could be ascertained, on the 1st day of January, 1900, in the
following particulars. was as follows:

The amount of eapital stock actually paid in was $100,000,

Directors.

Date of election and term

Name, of offioe.

Residence,

May 10, 1809 (1 year)......| 42 West Avenue, Norwalk.
doc...... vees| 40 West Avenne, Norwalk.
Seuth Norwalk, Conn.
3 Nomn‘g‘lk Coz;n. (Winni-
pa in.).
2 Norwnl'k, Conn.
Do, -

Do,
42 West Avenne, Norwalk.
40 West Avenoe, Norwalk.

(Winnk-

....do

t.| June 12, 1899 (May, 1900)..
Bept. 21, 1899 (May, 1900).

Oct. 10, 1809 (May, 1900). .

t.
Frederick A. Hill, treas- Norwalk, Conn,

urer. pauk, Con. ).
Frederick A. Hill, assistant | Nov, 13, 1899 (May, 1900).. Dao. :

treasurer, secretary, as- ;

sistant secretary.

Location of principal office in Connectieut, Winnipauk; post office,
Norwalk, Conn. ey

In witness whereof we have bereunto set our hands this 12th day of
February, 1900.
Esexezer J. HiuL, Vice President.
Freperick A. HiuL, Treasurer.
(U. 8. 1. R. stamp, 10 cents, affixed and canceled.)

NorwaLg, February 12, 1900.
STATE OF CONXECTICUT,
County of Fairfield, ss:

Personally appeared Enexezer J. HiLL, vice president, and Frederick
A. Hill, treasurer, of the Norwalk Mills Co., signers of the foregoing
certificate, and made solemn oath to the truth of the same before me.

[sEaL.] H. P. PricE, Notary Public.

Recelved for record b‘ebrmuz 15, 1900, and recorded by

KNI E. BMITH, Aszistant Town Clerk.

OrrFicE oF TowN CLERK.
81ATE OF CONNECTICDT, COUNTY OF FAIRFIELD,
Town of Norwalk, ss:

I, Herbert R. Smith, town clerk of said town, hereby certify that the
foregoing is a true copy of the record of the instrument recorded In
the retiosrda of joint-stock corporations of said town in volume 1 on

pn%e 118,
n witn
Pt thzseg% L:hg:ogt Iﬁl:::h Pelrgii;‘to set my hand and the seal of sald

[sEAL] HeErBERT R. BMITH, Town Clerk.

Is there any great surprise that my colleagne should be se-
lected to write a Republican woolen schedule? [Applause on
the Democratic side.] Is there any great surprise that he
desires to see a high tariff kept on woolen goods? [Applause
on the Democratic side.] TIs it all for the American workman
that he is pleading?

I wish it to be clearly understood that I have no fault to find
with my colleague for being a stockholder, director, or vice
president of the Norwalk Mills Co. It is rather to his credit
as a thrifty man. I have such a high personal regard for my
colleague that I would like to see him a director and stock-
holder in many companies. His financial prosperity can not be -
so great as to in any way displease me, because, except when
some one trespasses on his high tariff domain, my colleague
is a most affable gentleman. [Applause.] But what I do find
fault with is my colleague as the stockholder, director, and
vice president of a woolen mill being permiited to draw up a
tariff bill affecting that industry. [Applause on the Democratie
side.] If this tariff guestion were being settled by a jury, my
colleague would not be eligible for jury duty because of his
interest in the case. [Applause on the Democratic side.] He
has no moral right to be making taviff bills for a woolen indus-
try. But it is a concrete ‘example of what the Republicans
mean by their plea to have the tariff revised by its friends
[Applause on the Democratic. side.] When he gives his facts
and figures, of which his head is filled, as the distinguished
ex-Speaker of the House stated during the reciproecity debate,
he gives facts and figures that are seen through bias and
computed through prejudice. [Applause on the Demoecratic
side.] His case is typical of the Republican policy of putting
friends of various interests on committees that are supposed
to regulate those interests.

Anticipating a statement that my colleague might make in
relation to this Norwalk Woolen Mill if he were present—and
I regret that he is not—

Mr. HILL. He is here. [Laughter.]

Mr. REILLY. I am glad to see the gentleman here. Antici-
pating a question he might ask, I will say that the mill has not
been running for the past few months. Why? If I were to
follow my colleague, I might say because the tariff was not high
enough on woolens to protect the American manufacturer

Mr. HILL. Mr. Chairman, may I ask the gentleman a ques-
tion right there?
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Mr. REILLY. Not now, as I have but a few minutes left.
But that would not be a good answer, because for years Stock-
holder, Director, and Vice President Hinr has been making
woolen schedules as a majority member of the Ways and Means
Committee, and if it were not high enough he would add on as
much as he liked. [Applause on the Democratic side.] Then,
again, he has shown in his minority report to-day that the tariff
was high enough—in fact, too high—for, with an eye to the
near future and with his ear close to the ground, he has recom-
mended a reduction from the Payne-Aldrich figures.

If the tariff was not the cause of the closing of the mill, there
is another reason that may be attributed—failure to meet the
competition. Let us look at that a moment. Who are the
competitors of the Norwalk mills? The American Woolen Co.—
the Wool Trust. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Oh, the irony of fate! While my colleague has been here
breaking his neck to put enormous dividends in the pockets of
the Weol Trust by a high tariff wall, that trust was engaged
in its usual pastime of putting a competitor out of business;
and my colleague is one of the victims, unless he has been
taken over. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The story of the Norwalk mills and my colleague’s unselfish
championship of the cause of American labor is the story of
the reobber tariff that the American people are beginning to
learn by heart. They are getting their eyes opened to the
iniguities that have been perpetrated upon the American people
in the name of the American workingman. [Applause on the
Democratic side.] They are realizing that it has been a erumb
for wage earners and a loaf for the tariff and mill barons.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] The day when the smooth-
tongued, polished advocates of a piratical tariff can get away
with that stuff is passed. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

The American workmen know they are the poorest paid in
all the world when their productivity is taken into account.
The American wage earners saw a panic and the hardest times
in 1807 under the highest tariff, except the Payne-Aldrich-Hill
tariff.

But they know now the tariff come-on when they see him,
no matter how disguised, and will not be buncoed again. They
see a Republican President and a Republican Tariff Board
changing front and admitting that the * difference in the cost
of produetion™ bugaboo is busted and will have to go into the
discard with the “ reasonable profit” dodge. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gentleman has expired.

Mr, FOSTER. Mr. Chairman, I desire to be recognized.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Illinois is recognized.

Mr. REILLY. I would like to finish.

Mr. FOSTER. How much time does the gentleman desire?

Mr. REILLY. Two minutes.

Mr. FOSTER. I ask that the gentleman be allowed five min-
utes in which to finish his speech.

The CHAIRMAN. The gentleman from Connecticut [Mr.
Remry] is recognized for five minutes.

Mr. REILLY. They can see the selfish interest behind the
high tariff stalking horse, and they are simply waiting for No-
vember to come to prove that the hoodwink days are passed and
that they have had enongh of the so-called protection. The
protection that makes them poor and lean in the sweat of
their daily toil, while the tariff barons wax rich and fat; the
protection that adds a dime to what they earn and a dollar to
what they eat. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

I yield back, Mr. Chairman, whatever time I have not used.

MESSAGE FROM THE SENATE.

The committee informally rose; and Mr. CoNNELL having
taken the chair as Speaker pro tempore, a message from the
Senate, by Mr. Crockett, one of its clerks, announced that the
Senate had passed bill of the following title, in which the con-
currence of the House of Representatives was requested :

8. 5919, An act to increase the limit of cost for the United
States post-office building at La Salle, I11.

THE WOOLEN SCHEDULE.

The committee resumed its session.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Chairman, my understanding was that
there was to be two hours’ general debate on this side, inasmuch
as they have taken two hours on the other side.

Mr. DALZELL. Your side has occupied more time than this
side. Your side has occupied 2 hours and ours has occupied
only 1 hour and 35 minutes. The gentleman from Alabama
[Mr. Usperwoon] himself oceupied an hour.

Mr. FOSTER. Your side has occupied more time than ours.
Mpr. Chairman, I think I am recognized.

The CHAIRMAN. Just a moment. The condition of the

record is this: The Democratic side has used 2 hours and 2 min-

-

utes. The minority side has used 1 hour and 35 minutes, leav-
Ing 55 minutes of my colleague’s time and 25 minutes’ time to
the gentleman from Pennsylvania [Mr. DALzELL].

Mr. DALZELL. I do not care to be recognized, Mr. Chair-
man, but the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HaMILTON] does
desire to be recognized.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Chairman, I think T have the floor.

Mr, DALZELL. We are entitled to be recognized on this
side of the House at this time.

Mr. FOSTER. The gentleman from Pennsylvania will re-
member this, that his side was recognized according to an un-
derstanding with the majority leader, Mr. UnpeErwoop, and
given an hour’s time, and you consumed all but five minutes
of that hour.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I will say to the gentleman from Penn-
sylvania [Mr. Darzern] that I regret that the situation came
about this way, and for that reason I did not want any man
to use over an hour, because I was afraid it would bring about
confusion. But I was recognized for one hour, and the gentle-
man from Connecticut [Mr. HiLL] was recognized for an hour.
Then the time should have come back to our side, because we
were entitled to it, which would have allowed the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Towssesp] to come in, and then it
would go to the gentleman's side and then come back to us.
Now, two gentlemen have been recognized on this side and two
on that side, and the result is that this side is now entitled to
recognition. I am perfectly willing, however, I will say to ithe
gentleman, when the proper time comes, to make up his time.

Mr. DALZELL. I will only say that the time ought to be
divided equally between the two sides of the House.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. The recognition ought to go according
to rule, because the two sides have been recognized.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I will say, Mr. Chairman,
that I have so much regard for the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr, FostEr] that if he desires to proceed I am willing to forego
my opportunity now, if I have an opportunity. I may be labor-
ing under a misapprehension as to my right.

Mr. FOSTER. I decline to yield if I ean be recognized.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I think the gentleman from Illinois
[Mr. FosteEr] is merely within his rights. I have no desire
to cut off that side.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. Then, if I may be permitted to
make an inquiry, is this side entitled to be recognized next?

The CHAIRMAN. The Chair will recognize the gentleman
from Illinois [Mr. Foster], and unless the gentleman from
Pennsylvania [Mr. Darzerr] wishes to utilize his 25 minutes,
the gentleman from Michigan [Mr. HamirroN] will next be
recognized.

Mr, HAMILTON of Michigan. That will be to-morrow morn-
ing?

Mr. FOSTER. I do not want to occupy but a short time.

Mr. HAMILTON of Michigan. I do not wish to go on to-
night.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Chairman, we have listened this afternoon
to what was to my mind one of the most remarkable addresses
ever delivered upon the floor of this House. I refer to the re-
marks of the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. TownNsexp]. He
has taken up a different line of argument than that usually
heard in tariff discussions. We usually hear talk about what
effect a tariff will have upon the business of the country, on the
particular commodity upon which the tariff is to be levied, and
the cost to the people of the country. The gentleman from New
Jersey [Mr. Towxsexp] has shown us this afternocon that in
these mill and factory towns, in these mills for whose benefit
the protective tariff has been levied, the mortality is greater
than it is in any other cities of the United States.

We have heard much in this House in the last two or three
years with reference to the protective tariff and the benefit that
it is to labor. I have heard men talk here until they were blue
in the face, until they sweat as they never sweat before in their
lives, advocating a high protective tariff for the benefit of the
laboring man of the country. Yet it has been demonstrated
here to-day by Government statistics that these people in the
mill centers of the country, in the cotton and woolen industries
of Massachusetts, do not get proper foeod, clothing, or shelter.
Whether they put all their money into savings banks and refuse
to spend their wages to procure food to eat and proper clothing
to wear for themselves and their families I leave for some
friend of the protected industries to tell this House. I suppose
that they would come upon the floor of this House and show
that over in Massachusetts there are thousands of workmen
in those mills who revel in wealth, that the vaults of the sav-
ings banks are bulging and bursting with the wealth of the
laboring men, who are the direct beneficinries of our high
protective system of tariff taxes.
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But do you know that a witness testified before the Com-
mittee on Rules a short time ago that these shrewd, smart mill
owners, who, it is said, are looking out so well for the protec-
tion of the American laboring men, that their cards were dis-
tributed in foreign countries, in the labor centers, and that
those eards contained upon the one end a picture of a beautiful
mill and on the other end, a street between, is represented a
savings bank, with a stream of people traveling from the mill
over to the savings bank with bags of gold. And some of those
people who came to this eountry bronght some of the cards
with them to Massachusetts in order that they might identify
that mill and that savings bank, where they were to be so very
prosperous. [Applause on the Democratie side.] Well, my
friends; it seems strange indeed that these people working in
the mills would live 8 or 10 or 12 of them in 3 or 4 rooms, and
that they would live on food of the kind that has been testified
to in order that they might take the money across the strect
and put it in the savings bank.

I will ask yom, is it natural anywhere in the world that men
who go out and toil from early morning until late at night will
stirve themselves if they have money with which to get enough
to ent? There may be exceptional cases, but that is not the
rule. Human nature is very much the same the world over
when it comes to those things. The hunger of a man in Italy
or the hunger of a man in Russia is very much the same as it is
in Iingland or in Germany or in the United States.

The gentleman from New Jersey [Mr, TownNseND] spoke also
of the great mortality in thege mill centers. There is a reason
for this; some cause is certainly to be found why the mortality
is so great. What is necessary to make people strong and keep
them healthy? There are certain essentials to do this. Among
them are these: They must have proper houseg to live in;
they must have proper clothing, proper food, and proper hygienic
surroundings. Do we find those conditions there? It has been
testifiled to before a committee of this House that those people
usnally have meat once a week ; that their wages are not such as
to permit them to live as they ought to live and as all people
ought to live. If there is any man in the world and any man's
family that ought to have the proper necessaries of life, it is
the man who goes out and toils and creates the wealth of the
country.

On aceount of the improper housing of the people, on account
of erowding them into rooms, as has been shown here to have
been done in Lawrence and Fall River, Mass., and other mill
centers of the country, we find that there is not sufficient air
for each person to breathe in those crowded rooms. In order
for each person to breathe properly, so that the body may be
healthy, so that there may be sufficient oxygen taken into the
system, there must be a certain amount of pure air to be
breathed. :

If we have not that air, our bodies will suffer. Deteriorated
air brings on disease.

It is necessary to have proper clothing to keep the body
hedalthy. Tt was testified by a trained nurse from New York,
who appeared before the Rules Committee, that on her visit to
Lawrence, Mass, among those children she found that out of
119 children only 4 had underclothing. She said that the shoes
of the little children of that community were worn out until
their bare feet were almost on the ground. She said that the
older ones, those who were able to work in the mills and earn
something for themselves, were better clothed. Yet those mill
owners' cards, with the pictures of the mills and savings banks
where they might deposit and hoard up their thousands upon
thousands, were sent to the labor centers of Europe. This was
done to secure the cheaper laber in Europe.

IEvery man who has stundied hygiene and its relations to the
human body knows that a certain amount of food and a cer-
tain kind of food is necessary if the body is to be properly
maintained. The growing child must have a different food
than the grown person gvho works. One of the witnesses who
appeared was a Mr. Carter, who was employed as a mission-
ary, one of these sanctified sort of fellows who would make
the heavens weep when he prayed for the poor of Lawrence,
Mass. He was employed and his salary was paid by the
mill owners of Lawrence. He said his expenses were paid by
contributions, but the fact was, as he testified later, that he
was paid by the mill owners of that particular city. What was
his business? It was to go around and help these people, and,
when he found them without sufficient food or clothing or fuel,
I suppose it was his business to comfort them and make them
feel as good as possible on what little they had to live on.

I wounld like to read from his testimony that particular item
and show how they did enjoy food that was given to them. Talk-
ing about giving these children a lunch he says:

Another thing which became apparent, children were coming to school
bungry. In one of the schools, while things were going at their best

last November, a very bright and Intelligent teacher noticed that the

children of the school were not quite so wide-awake about the middle
of the forenoon. Upon making inquiry, she discovered that the times
béing so prosperous the father and mother went to work and the chil-
dren had to scramble ont of bed, dress themselves, take a bite to eat
as best they could, and go to school and go through the forencon with-
eut anything very substantial to eat.

Now, gentlemen, mark you, this was a great thing that they
were doing for these school children at Lawrence, Mass, He
further says:

The teacher canvassed the matter and this was the result, that she
bought large loaves of bread that were 12-cent loaves, and they are
?;gd enough to kneck a man down with, and are good, solid, wholesome

He was asked the guestion-if they were big enough to Knock a
horse down, and he said “Yes.” Ie said they were good.
wholesome food for the children, and that a 12-cent leaf would
cut enough portions so that they could sell them with a little
corn sirup dribbled enfo them for a cent apiece and not lose
anything on the job. They were careful to cut their slices of
bread se that there would not be anything lost on the job. He
said the parents were delighted, and scores of children came
every day with their pennies and were independently fed. I
want to say to my good friend, Mr. Wrrarrsroon, that down in
Mississippi that would ‘not be much of a luxury to give a child
a piece of hard bread with a little corn sirup dribbled on it.

Then he says:

We opened up one of the schools and some of the ladies came in and
assisted in the work, and one lady, who holds a high social position
in Lawrence, said, after the first day's experience, that she had spent
a pleasanter forencon than she ever had at a whist party.

Now, I call attention to this fo show you the situnation and
fo corroborate the statement of the gentleman from New Jersey
[Mr. Towxsexn], that there is no wonder that the infant mor-
tality, living in the homes they de, living on the kind of food
they are compelled to live on, clothing themselves with the kind
of clothing that they are compelled to put on them, it is no
wonder that the mortality is so large in these localities.

A man who has had much to de with the young men and boys
of the industrial centers says:

I think you will find that when the father's earnings are not suffi-
cient to keep the mother at home, infant mortality, juvenile crime,
ignorance, and poverty are the result.

We find that these companies in Massachusetts upon their
pay envelopes give advice to the workmen in these highly pre-
tected industries—in these industries in which it is said that if
you reduce the tariff you will close down the mills and throw
workmen out of employment. Some of the pay envelopes were
exhibited before the commitiee, and it seems that they give
some wholesome advice en the backs of them. On the back of
one was this advice, golemnly put out by the trustees of the
Broadway Savings Bank, controlled by the Woolen Trust :

YWho own their homes? Those who save regularly and place it where
it grows. Ome dollar will open an account at this bank, with 4 per
cent interest.

Now, then, the real joke on this envelope was that on the
other side in the opposite corner was the amount of wages that
this particular workman received, which was $2. It went to
No. 1607 for his week of labor. The employees are not earried
on the pay rolls by name, but by their numbers, like conviets in
a penitentiary.

Then the owner of pay envelope No. 1217 also got a very
funny one when he saw what was coming te him. The envelope
handed to him by the trust bore this legend:

Don’'t spend all your income. A man’s duty to himself is to save
money eut of his earnings and start an account and be independent.

The timekeeper’s rate on this man’s envelope was $6.05, which
probably was the reason that he was advised to be independent.
[Laughter.] Who that receives the princely sum of $6 a week
would stop to think of such trifies as owning a home? This man
probably owns a city mansion already and knows that the
trust could give him no advice suitable beyond advising him to
be independent. No wonder the textile-mill workers went on a
strike. Who would work when there was an opportunity to
listen to the funny jokes handed out to them every week by the
funny old Woolen Trust. [Laughter.]

The end man in a minstrel show never perpetrated a funnier
joke than these millionaire mill owners work off on their em-
ployees, and, like the end man, they keep a straight face during
the performanece.

What do we find in reference to the wages at Lawrence,
Mass. ? These are taken from the Tariff Board report, volume
4, page 1007. We find that their report covers 174 woolen milis,
covering two-thirds of the productive capacity of the whole

country.
TARIFF BOAED REPORT,
Covering 174 woolen mills, comprising over two-thirds of the
productive capacity of the whole country, including Arlingten
Mills, Kunhardt Mills, Pacific Mills, Selden Worsted Mills,
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United States Worsted Co., Walworth Bros., Washington Mills,
and Wood Worsted, ail of Lawrence, Mass.
WEAVERS® WAGES.
Table showing number at §10.80 per week or less.

Number.

10 and not 11 eents per hour, less than §5.04 per weeK —eemenn 65
11 and not 12 cents per hour, less than $6.48 per week. - 100
12 and not 13 cents per hour, less than $7.02 per week_ S 117
13 and not 14 cents per hour, less than $7.506 per week . ____ 158
14 and not 15 cents per hour, less than $58.10 per week_________ 183
15 and not 16 cents per hour, less than $8.64 per weeko oo 102
16 and not 17 cents per hour, less than $0.18 per week_ 232
17 and not I8 cents per hour, less than i‘.-‘l.';'?. per week. 2568
18 and not 19 cents per hour, less than $10.16 per week_ 236
19 and not 20 cents per hour, less than $10.80 per week__ 254

Talle shoiting number at more than §10.80 per week.

Number.

20 and not 21 eents per hour, less than §11.3-_1 per week=—_ - 226
21 and not 22 cents per hour, less than $11.88 per week__ i Z}A
22 and not 23 cents per hour, less than $12.42 per week__ e 31
23 and not 24 cents per hour, less than $12.96 per week_ - 183
24 and not 25 cents per hour, less than $13.50 per week_ - i 1356
25 and not 26 cents per hour, less than $14.04 per week______ S 100
26 and not 27 ceats per hour, less than 814.58 per week - .————— £6
27 and not 28 cents per hour, less than $15.12 per week__ = 64
28 and not 20 cents per hour, less than $15.66 per week < 58
29 and not 30 cents per hour, less than $16.20 per week = 50
50 and not 31 cents per honr, less than IG‘Tg per week = 26
41 and not 32 cents per hour, less than $17.28 per week__ - 8
32 and not 33 cents per hour, less than §17.82 per week__ ______ 3
53 and not 34 cents per hour, less than $18.30 per week_——————- 1
34 and not 35 cents per hour, less than $18.90 per week_ . ___ 2
35 cents and more per hour, at more than $18.90 per week__———— 2
Less than 20 cents, or $10.80 per week 1,745
More than 20 cents, or more than $10.80 per week .- ______ 1, 387
Total number of weavers__ =ad 3,182

We paid a high price for these figures, especially as they were
already extant in many receptacles, but having paid for them
we have n right to use them as authentic.

Of 3,182 weavers in all the mills, 3,180 get less than $18.90
per week, and 2 over $18.90—mnearly three-fifths of all the
weavers get less than $10.80 per week.

The average wage for male weavers is 22} cents an hour, or
812.01 a_week; for females, 17T} cents per hour, or $9.27 per
week ; for all weavers, 10§ cents per hour, or §10.66 a week.

These figures are intended to show that these people who are
asking us to maintain the high protective tariff on the wool in-
dustry are not paying their werkmen the proper proportion that
belongs to them or of what they are getting from the protective
tariff, and in reality the tariff does not benefit the workmen,
but only increases the fortune of the mill owners.

MASSACHUSETTS.

From the Thirty-ninth Annual -Report on the Statisties of
TLabor for 1908 for the State of Massachusetts, a State noted
the world over for the number of its protected industries—the
poorest paid industry in the world—it appears that there were
108 strikes in AMassachusetts in 1908, involving 10.864 men,
woimen, and children of the laboring class. The strikes lasted
from 1 to 79 days and were distributed for cause as follows:
Btrikiso.

Increase of wages o

Against decrease
Other wage causes __
For decrease of hours
For union shop ——_________
For recognition
Yor union rules 5
For apprentice rules__
For sympathy .-
Other causes ___
TOTAL CHANGES IN WAGES IRRESPECTIVE OF STRIKE (PAGE 210).

Five thousand nine huondred and forty-seven employees suc-
ceeded in getting an increase averaging $1.57 a week, while
05,420 sustained a decrease averaging $1.04 a week. Four thou-
sand four hundred and twenty-eight employees got a shortening
of hours averaging five and four-tenths hours a week. Six thou-
gand and forty-four establishments. with a capital of $717,-
€87,000, made goods valued at §1,172,808,000 and paid in wages
$245.207,000, or an average yearly wage of $510.

Seventy-six thousand nine hundred and twenty-five employees,
in making boots and shoes, received $551 a year, working 285
days; 91,645, in cotton goods, got $438 in 271 days; 18,179, on
woolens, got $444 in 203 days; 11,390, in paper and pulp, got
$489 in 258 days. -

Such is the record of protection to its protected employees.

HizprooS

(]

‘Received less than £3 a week 4, 827
Recelved from $3 to §5 a week __ 30,519
Received from §35 to $6 a week __ 38, 7456
Received from $6 to §7 a week - 54, 950
Receivad from £7 40 $8 a week BT. 787
Received from 38 to $9 a week 59, 651
Lieceived from $9 to $10 a week -- 64,204
Received less than $1.50 a day__ 310, 433
Employees had work in manufactures in 1908 oo _ 575, 997
Recelved from $9 to $25 or more per week 265, 564

More than one-half of the employed get less than $1.67 a day,
while less than one-half get more. \y

Three hundred and ninety-three thousand three hundred and
one employees out of a total of 575,997 get under $2 a day, two-
thirds and more received less than $2, while less than one-third
of the employees received $2 or more per day. Such is Repub-
ican protection—a help for the few and a menace to the many.

WAGES MEASURED BY THE AMOUNT OF LABOR'S PRODUCT.

One of the main props relied on by the protectionists to main-
tain the protective tariff is the miserable subterfuge and false-
hood that it benefits and “ protects” the American wageworker
by assuring him higher and betiter wages than are paid foreign
workmen in similar industries. The utter falsity and shallow-
ness of this claim of the advoecates of protection has been
exposed again and again, but by no one more logically and
convineingly than by the Hon. Wirriaym €. Reorierp, of New
York, in his very able speech delivered during the first session
of the present Congress, in which he proved conclusively that,
measured by the standard of production, the American worker
in the protected industries received no higher wages than his
brother in foreign countries.

Measured by the standard of production, we have in the
United States to-day the cheapest and poorest paid labor of any
civilized country on the globe.

Our protectionist friends are wont to parade Dbewildering
arrays of figures to show that the American wageworker, in
comparison with his English, German, or Italian brother, receives
a princely wage. The value of these statistics are discounted
by the late James G. Blaine in his report on the textile in-
dustries, made when he was Secretary of State in 1881, in which
he submitted a comparison of the wages pald spinners and
weavers in the cotfon mills of Lancashire, England, and Mas-
sachusetts. On pages 98 and 99 of that report Mr. Blaine
gives the following comparison of the weekly wages paid in the
English and Massachusetts mills as follows:

Spinners: English, $7.20 to §8.40 (master spinners running as high
as 512) ; Ameriean, $§7.07 to $10.30.

Weavers : English, $3.34 to $6.84 ; American, $4.82 to $8.73.

The average wages of employees in the Massachusetts mills are as
follows, according to the officinl returns: Men, $8.30; women, $5.62;
male children, $3.11; female children, $£3.08. According to Shaw’s
report the average wages of the men employed in the Lancashire mill
January 1, 1880, were about $8 per weeP:. subjeet to a reduction of 1
per ccutt: women, from $3.30 to §4.30, subject to a reduction of 10
Del':-['lfgnhburs of labor in the Lancashire mills are 56 and In the Massa-
chusetts mills G0 per week. The hours of labor in the other New
England States, where the wages are generally less than in Massachu-
setts, arc usually 06 to GO per week.

Then summing up and accounting for the difference in wages
of English and American operatives, that great Republican Sec-
retary of State gnd champion of protectionism goes to the heart
and core of the whole subject of wages in these words:

Undoubtedly the inequality in the wages of English and American
operatives is more than equalized by the greater cficlency of the latter
and their longer hours of labor.

There you have it. American factory workers are paid
higher wages than the English workers because they are more
efiicient and skillful and work longer hours, consequently they
produce more.

What is true of the textile manufacturing industry is true of
every other manufacturing industry in this country.

Mr. CONNELL. Mr. Chairman, I would suggest to the gen-
tleman from Illineis that his use of the word “ earned ™ in enu-
merating these various cases is possibly misleading. That is
what these people receive. If you want to find out what they
earn, go to the dividends; go to the great fortunes and the
great mountains of money that have been piled up out of the
sweat and blood of these people, who have received not what
they earned but what they were given. [Applause on the
Democratic side.]

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Chairman, I think the gentleman from
New York is entirely correct, but I spoke of what they earned
a8 being what the mill owners gave these people. This was a
mistake. I should have said what they received, and s=o in-
tended, and will correct my remarks accordingly. I do not
doubt that the gentleman from New York is entirely right and
that these people in these mills earned many thousands—yes,
many millions—niore than they received; but this was all they
could wring from thege tight-fisted men, who ask protection for
their industries of neariy 100 per cent.

My friends, it was said this afternoon that these condltions
exist almost within sight of where the waves lap the shore of
Newport, where the rich revel in the wealth wrung from the
American people because of our high protective tariff; and it
seems to me that those people could hear the ery of the dying
infant in the hovels in Lawrence or in Iall River, and that
their hearts ought to be such as beat for humanity, for the
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upbuilding of men and women and children in this country.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] We talk of charity, and we
talk of helping these people. We talk of our fellow beings and
what we would do for them; yet these people in Lawrence,
Mass,, these mill owners—and I dare say the same may be said
of Fall River—seem to think that the idea of doing something
for these people is that they should be thankful, like Lazarus, to
get the crumbs that fall from the rich man’s table. [Applause
on the Democratic side.] Tolstoi said, “ The rich are willing
to do everything for the poor except get off their backs,” and
these greedy, grasping mill owners are willing to do every-
thing for their employees except to cease robbing them. This
may seem a harsh characterization of the mill owners, but
it seems justifiable when we contemplate the emormous divi-
dends paid the owners of the Fall River mills during the last
ﬁ}&:r years ending June, 1908, as given by Samuel Hopkins
ams:

Per cent.
Border City, 45 per cent yearly average 11.25
Cornell, 574 per cent yearly average 14. 87
Richard Borden, T2} per cent yearly average 18.12
Tecumseh, 8¢ per cent yearly average 21.8
Union Cotton, 883 per cent lyearly average 22.12
Pocnsset, 124 per cent yearly average 31
Laurel Lake, 146 per cent yearly average 306.5
Troy, 231 per cent yearly average 66. 23

Not all the mills are so profitable, doubtless, But all of them seem
to be suceessful, and most of them have made large fortunes for their
owners. Large or small, all maintaln the same wage scale.

It is yet strange that with an infant mortality of 50 per cent
there should be a yearly dividend of 50 per cent. Yes, Mr.
Chairman, they come to this Congress and ask.that they may
be given another lease, another right, another opportunity,
another time, to rob the American people in the interest of-
labor. O Labor, what sins have been committed in thy name.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

These men who produce the wealth of the country, these men
who go out and toll with thelr hands from early morn to late
at night, ought to share in the profits that this high protective
policy has given to these manufacturers for these many years,
wherein the people have paid taxes on what they have been

.compelled to buy. Yet it is said they should be thankful because

they have got old Brother Carter over there in Lawrence, Mass.,
to thank the ‘Lord that they are able to live. They should be
thankful that their children may be able to go to school with a
penny in their pocket and have a treat and enjoy the luxury of
a piece of hard bread with a little molasses dribbled on it.
These people who advocate the high protective policy say they
do not want the workmen of this country to have to be degraded
to the level of the workmen of Europe, and yet their cards
are distributed in the laber centers of Europe to induce men,
women, and children to come to this country that they may
employ them in their miils at a cheap wage in competition with
American workmen and drive them out of the shop. The
Literary Digest of March 9, 1912, printed the following article
on the Lawrence (Mass.) strike:

Bo far as can be gathered from confllcting accounts, some 20,000
workers are still “out” at Lawrence. Renewed bitterness and new
acts of violénce are thought likely to follow the recent happenings,
On the other hand, certain wage concessions recently announced by
the mill owners may satlsfy the operatives and thus end the sirike
within a few days. In bo Honszes of the I'ederal Congress resolu-
tions for investigations of the Lawrence situation have been offered
and discussed, and the Federal Dogartment of Justice will lock Into the
matter to see if any eltizens have been deprived of constitutional rights.
Senator PorxpexTER, Progressive Republican, of Washington, who visited
Tawrence, fornd conditions there ' the clearest illustration of tha fal-
lacy of an excessive taclff that the United Stntes has ever known.”
The textile manufacturers have used the "-If.-a that a high taci helps
keep ng:he standard of ilving of the American workingman. The Sena-
tor finds, as Le is guoted in the New York American, * that the textile
manufactorers have at these miiis as rqualld labor as can be found in
the four corners of the earth; they pared down the wagea of theso
geop]e not to meet the standard of living in the United Bfates, but to

he barest possible margin of existence.”

In cne miserable tenement bullding 1 found 54 persons living.
Twenty-twe of them worked in the mills at an average pa.{ of ?G.tﬁ
a weel, This Is §2,76 per week with which to buy food, clothes, light,
and fuel, aod pay rent for each of the 0O4. These are luxuries which
Ellwmm!!l laborers enjoy under the rich picking of a high protective

rifl.,

IFamilies are concentrated in Lawrence by sheer force. If they ara
starved into subjection and forced to go back to work at such wages
ns the manvfacturers clicose to pay, there 1s little substantial differenes
between tlieir ccndition and abject slavery.

What can the Government do?

It can reduce the tarif to a reasonable rate, so that these manu-
facturers will nst be able to gouge the workingman on the one hand
and the consumer on the other.

Similar testimony leads the Louisville Post to conciude im-
pressively :

Ilere we have a picture of the workinga of the Payne biil, the best
tariff bill that cver ;lmssed, as Mr. Taft called it. Tn the first place,
as shown at the mills of the American Woolen Co., It secures only a
starvation wage for laborers in New England manufactories. In the

second place. the most panperized labor of Rurope has been branght
here to work in Yrotected mills, and the good of the “American laboring
man " has been lost sight of.

It was an evil day for protection that brought the strike at Law-
rence in a presidential year.

They say they want to help the laboring man of our own
country. They want to see that he Is properly taken care of,
and so they want an opportunity to levy a high protective tariff
and keep up this tariff so they may still help out the laboring
men of the country. Oh, they are comforting when fou think
about it. On the envelopes of those who receive $2 o week they
put an inscription advising the receiver to save this money
and buy a home, and on the envelopes of the men who get $6.05
a week they put on the advice that they should save their
money and be independent. What a farce! [Laughter.]

Mr. CONNELL. Get married and raise a family.

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Chairman, the time will come, and I
believe the time is here now, when the American people have
made up their minds and opened their eyes to what is really
meant by these men who profess great friendship for the labor-
ing men of the country and yet in reality want to levy a high
tariff for their own benefit.

The tender solicitude of these tariff robbers for the poor
laboring man reminds one of—

The considerate crocodile

Who lived on the banks of the river Nile?
Who rolled up his eyes with a look of woe,
While his tears fell fast to the stream below.

“I am mourning,'" =aid be, * the unhappy fate
Of the poor little fish that I just now ate.”

I believe the people fully understand that this high protective
tariff is not for the laboring man, but that he is merely being
used to satisfy the greed of the manufacturer. The saying of
Lincoln that “You can’t fool all the people all the time” is
here now. They have conjured with the name * labor ” because
they have thought it would be popular and that through the
laboring man they still might fileh from the pockets of the
people of this country the money which they get under the
pretext of helping the workingman. [Applause on the Demo-
cratic side.]

I hope that every man upon the other side of the Chamber,
though it may be hard for him to do so, will carefully read the
statistics given by the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr. Town-
sEND] in reference to the health and sanitary conditions of the
people of Lawrence and the people of Fall River, Mass, After
they have read that and studied the mortality statistics of
preventable diseases, I feel sure that they will be willing to say
this tariff dees not benefit the laboring man. I see my good,
genial friend and colleague from Illinois, the leader of the
minority, Mr. MANN, in his seat, and I know him so well that I
know that he always stands for humanity. I know wlien he
reads these statistics, made by a Republican official over in
the Census Bureau, and when he realizes the condition that
these people are in and the thousands who are dying in those
centers of the highly protected industries, even though he is a
strong Republican and a strong party man, yet having the heart
in him that I know he has, he will not fail to say that he be-
lieves that this tariff should be reduced and that these laboring
men are not getting the benefits claimed for them. [Applause
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. MANN. Will my colleague yield for a gquestion?
Mr. FOSTER. Yes, sir.
Mr. MANN, Does not my colleague think that in view of the

mortality s{atistics which have been presented and to which he
has referred it is highly advisable for that side of the House
to present fo this House a bill enlarging the power of the
Public Health Service such as the last Republican House
passed? [Applause on the Republican side.]

Mr. FOSTER. Well, I would say this, Mr. Chairman, to my
colleagne, that I would rather hiave an ounce of prevention than
a pound of cure. I would rather give these people the proper
food and the proper clothing and proper housing, to remove the
cause of this mortality, than to undertake to cure them after
they have gotten the disease. [Applause on the Demoecratic
side.]

Mr. MIANN. The Public Health Service power enlarged might
remove the cause of that mortality. but certainly the driving out
of the country of the businesses which these men are now en-
gaged in will not help them to get bread and butter.

Mr. FOSTER. I have hegrd the talk of driving industries ont
of the country very often upon that side of the House if we
reduce the tariff. Why, they said that when the Payne-Aldrich
tariff was revised upward that if the rates were reduced upon
the woolen schedule it would drive that industry out of busi-
ness.

Mr. MANN, Will my colleague yield again?
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Mr. FOSTER. And yet we find that the gentleman from New
York [Mr. PAYxE] comes in here with a bill to reduce the tariff,
as he says.

Mr. MANN. I think the gentleman, like myself, has heard
for more than 50 years the statement made by Republicans that
an undue reduction of the protective tariff would result in driv-
ing industries out of the country. That is a matter of opinion,
and was possibly true until you passed a tariff bill, and since
then it has been a certainty. [Applause on the Republican
side.]

Mr. FOSTER. Well, T will state this, that under a high
protective tariff in 1907, when you had a paniec, the Democratic
Party was not responsible for that, were they? You had a
panic in 1873. The Democrats were not responsible for that,
were they? We have had one panic said to be under Demo-
cratie administration, but really what was left us from the for-
mer administration, and we are entitled to one more before
we are even with you. [Laughter and applause.}

AMr. MANN. Yon have already started it before you have
come in power. :

Mr. FOSTER. Well, it was started in 1907, while your party
was in absolute control of all branches of this Government.

Mr. MANN. Oh, yes; a very quiet panic, and did not drive
any industries out of the country, as were driven out 20 years
ago and as théy will be driven out again if you succeed at the
polls.

Mr. FOSTER. Well, the patient may not be in bed, but he
has walking typhoid fever or malaria now, and is liable to
drop over dead any minute under Republican rule.

Mr. MANN. And will have paralysis as long as there exists
any possibility of Democratie success.

Mr. GREENE of Massachisetts. Will the gentleman yleld?

Ar. FOSTER. Yes, sir.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I suppose the gentleman has
read in history. if he dees not know by actual knowledge, of
the panic of 18577

Ar. FOSTER. Yes; I have heard of it.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Well, I know of it by aetual
knowledge; and the panie of 1907 was—

Mr. FOSTER. Let me ask the gentleman a guestion.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Very well

Mr. FOSTER. You had mills in that town in 18577

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Yes, sir.

Mr. FOSTER. And you know something about conditions that
existed then?

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Yes, sir.

Mr. FOSTER. And you know——

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Would you like to have me
gtate them?

Ar. FOSTER. Wait a minute; I am not through with the
question.

Mr, GREENE of Massachusetts. Go ahead. 3

Mr. FOSTER. Have you found conditions in 1857 in regard
to mortality as great among the people there as they are to-day?

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. There were no statistics
gnthered then.

Mr. FOSTER. Were the mortality conditions as high as now?

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Very much lower; and I
want to state to the gentleman——

AMr, FOSTER. Wait a minute. Some of these salaries have
averaged $2 a week. How does it compare with conditions
then?

AMr. GREENE of Massachusetts. No one was everspaid as low
as £2 a week at any time at any mill in Massachusetts.

Mr. FOSTER. Do you know whether these people working
in the mills at that time wore Wwoolen clothing or not?

Mr. GREENE ot Massachusetts. I do not recollect what they
wore.

Mr. FOSTER. You think they did, do you not?

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. As I stated I do not recol-
lect what the operatives wore, but I would like to state to the
gentleman——

Mr, FOSTER, I can not yield any longer; I want to make
this observation——

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. But the gentleman wanted
me to give some information as to the conditions——

Mr. FOSTER. You bave given the information.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts (continuning). In 1857, and
I want to give the information to you.

Mr. FOSTER. You have given me the information asked for,
and I do not want any meore now.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. You said yon wanted——

Mr. FOSTER. I will ask for it when I want it.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Then you do not want it

Mr. FOSTER. I want to stafe this, in conclusion——

Mr. McLAUGHLIN. He has stated you have given him all
he could stand.

Mr, FOSTER. You have given the workman in Lawrence
about all the protection he ecan stand.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. He said he wanted the in-
formation.

Mr. FOSTER. The gentleman has given it, and that is all
I do not know but the gentleman from Massachusetts seems to
be somewhat solicitous in regard to this tariff on account of the
workmen in the mills and the mill owners at Fall River in
Massachusetts. I do not blame him for that, for they live in
his district, and he ought to exercise his fatherly care and see
g&t’ these workmen get what should come to them for their

: o8

I am sure, however, that there are many of those mill owners
who have not divided their profits or anywhere near it, so far
as the tariff is concerned, with the working people who are em-
ployed in the mills,

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Let me say to the gentle
man that I think the people of Fall River know what many of
yon gentlemen have never known, that I have always defended
their rights against any injustice by mill owners, and I have
never owned any mill stock myself.

Mr. FOSTER. Oh, I impute to the gentleman from Massachu-
setts the highest motives. The mills of Fall River are in his
district, and T would not say for one minute that the gentleman
would stand on the floor of this House and defend the high
protective tariff for the mill owners of Massachusetts alone. Do
not understand me fo charge the gentleman with that. T agree
that the gentleman is an able champion of the high protective
tariff for the benefit of the mill owners of Massachusetts.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I am a champion of a pro-
tective tariff, and I am able to defend it. [Applanse on the
Republiean side.]

Mr. FOSTER. I have no doubt of that; but I guestion
whether the gentleman has defended so well the work people
of those mills as to see to it that they are properly protected—
the men, women, and children who are employed in the mills—
because, I understand, the mortality in the Fall River mills js
much greater than the mortality in other parts of the coun-
try. - I have no doubt of that, but T hope and pr#¥ that if this
hill becomes a law, or if it does not become a law and we are
still operating under the old high protective-tariff bill which is
claimed to be for the benefit of the working people—I hope the
gentleman will go baek to Lowell. Mass.——

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. No; I shall not go back to

Mr. FOSTER. I mean Fall River. [Laughter.] You are so
big up there that I get you mixed. You are scattered all over
Massachusetts.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. There are no woolen mills
in Fall River.

Mr. FOSTER. No; but you have cotton mills highly pro-
tected. I want to say this, that when the gentleman goes back
to Fall River, Mass, I hope he will not forget to get together
with those mill owners there and try to persuade them to see
to it that those people who work in the mills get their propor-
tion of the protective tariff that is levied under the Payne law.
[Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I will say to the gentleman
that I have talked with the millmen and the operatives more
than the gentleman from Illinois ever talked with them, and
have come nearer to them than the gentleman ever did.

Mr. FOSTER. Oh, that may be true. The gentleman lives
with them. I never was over there. I will say this that ae-
cording to the reports from the State of Massachusetts it does
not look to me as though those mill owners of Massachusctts
had paid much attention to what the gentleman told them.
[Applause on the Democratic side.] I judge that because the
rate of wages up there is still very low.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I will say to the gentleman
that I have talked plainly with them, and, further, if I had as
much money as many of the gentlemen on the other side of the
aisle T would have had some stock that wounld have permitted
me to exercise a voice in controlling them. I may add that
under the existing tariff law, upon an agreement between the
cotton operatives and manufacturers, wages were increased 10
per cent to go into effect April 1, 1912. The same to be eflective
throughout New England.

Mr. FOSTER. The mill hands have been unable to get any
increase without organizing and striking for higher wages. The
manufacturers have not willingly raised their wages, and then
just as little as possible. But the gentleman voted all the
time for a high tariff.
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Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. Yes; Republican—straight.
[Applause on the Republican side,]

Mr. FOSTER, I have no doubt about that. I have no doubt
of the gentleman’s Republicanism and high protectionism.

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts, I have been a consistent
Republican and protectionist.

Mr. BURLESON. You ought to be ashamed of it.
on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. No; I am not.
on the Republican side.]

Mr. FOSTER. But after the next election I am sure the
gentleman will conclude that he does not want to be a pro-
tectionist any longer. [Laughter on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. 1 will take care of that
part of it.

Mr. FOSTER. Well, the people over in your country may take
care of it. [Applause on the Democratic side.]

Mr. GREENE of Massachusetts. I have no trouble about
that. I pride myself upon the loyal support of my constituents
irrespective of their political opinions. [Applause on the Repub-
lican side.]

Mr. FOSTER. Mr. Chairman, a protective tariff has not
benefited the workingman. The standard of his living has not
been raised as a result of the imposing of the unjust burden
on the people. In the highly protected textile mills of Massa-
chusetts and other sections of the country it has been shown
time and time again that the workers do not get the benefits of
this tariff. The same is shown to be true in the iron mills of
Pennsylvania. But the tariff does increase the profits of the
manufacturer, builds up trusts and combinations, stops com-
petition, and raises the price of the necessaries of life to the con-
sumer and robs the American people of hundreds of millions of
dollars each year.

Mr. UONDERWOOD. Mr. Chairman, I will ask the gentleman
from New York [Mr. PAYNE] if some one on that side desires
time.

Mr. PAYNE. I have no speakers desiring time just now. I
am ready to rise.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. If any gentleman on that side of the
House does not care to go on this evening, I will move that
the committee rise. Mr. Chairman, I move that the committee
do rise.

The motion was agreed to.

Accordingly the committee rose; and the Speaker having re-
sumed the chair, Mr. Gragaym, Chairman of the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union, reported that that
commiftee had had under consideration the bill H., R. 22195,
to reduce the duties on wool and manufactures of wool, and
had come to no resolution thereon.

ENROLLED JOINT RESOLUTIONS SIGNED.

Mr. CRAVENS, from the Committee on Enrolled Bills, re-
ported that they had examined and found fruly enrolled joint
resolutions of the following titles, when the Speaker signed the
same:

II. J. Res. 232. Joint resolution extending the operations of the
act for the control and regulation of the waters of Niagara
River, and for the preservation of Niagara Falls, and for other
purposes; and

H. J. Res. 263. Joint resolution to authorize allotments to In-
dians of the Fort Berthold Indian Reservation, N. Dak., of
lands valuable for coal.

The SPEAKER announced his signature to enrolled bill of
the following title:

8.3686. An act authorizing the Secretary of the Interior to
permit the Missouri, Kansas & Texas Coal Co. and the Eastern
Coal & Mining Co. to exchange certain lands embraced within
their existing coal leases in the Choctaw and Chickasaw Na-
tions for other lands within said nations.

BENATE BILL REFERRED.

Under clause 2, Itule XXTIV, Senate bill of the following title
was taken from the Speaker's table and referred to its appro-
priate committee, as indicated below :

8.5919. An act to increase the limit of cost for the United
States post-oflice puilding at La Salle, Ill.; to the Committee
on Public Buildings and Grounds.

LEAVE OF ABSENCE.

Mr. HoweLL, by unanimous consent, was granted leave o:I!
absence .lndeﬂnitely. on account of !mportant business.

ADDITIONAL LABOR, DOORKEEPER'S DEPARTMENT.

Mr. LLOYD. Mr. Speaker, I wish to present the following
privileged resolution from the Committee on Accounts.

[Laughter
[Applause

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from Missouri [Mr. Lroyp]
submits a privileged resolution, which the Clerk will report.

The Clerk read as follows:

House resolution 466 (H. Rept. 476).

Resolved, That the Doorkeeper Is authorized to employ additional
labor, for foldin s;())eeches, at the rate of not exceeding Sf r thousand,
and the sum of %2 00 is anthorized to be expended from tgg contingenf
fund for that purpose.

5 The SPEAKER. The question is on agreeing to the resolu-
on.

The question was taken, and the resolution was agreed to.
REPORTS OF THE BUREAU OF ANIMAL INDUSTRY (H. DOC. NO. 686).
The SPEAKER laid before the House the following message
from the President of the United States, which was read and,
with the accompanying documents, referred to the Committee
on Agriculture and ordered to be printed:
To the Senate and House of Represeniatives:

In compliance with the requirements of section 11 of the act
approved May 20, 1884 (23 Stat., 31), providing for the estab-
lishment of a Bureau of Animal Industry, I transmit herewith
copies of the reports of the operations of said bureau for the
fiscal years ended June 30, 1910, and June 30, 1911.

War. 0. TArT.

Tae WHairte Housg, March 29, 1912.

VETO MESSAGE—MANEUVER CROUNDS AT OR NEAR ANNISTON, ALA.
(. DoC. NO, 65T).

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following mes-

sage from the President of the United States, which was read

To the House of Representatives:

I return House joint resolution No. 178 without my approval,
for the reasons stated in the letter, under date of Mareh 27,
1912, of the Secretary of War, copy of which accompanies this
message. .
W, H. TAFT.

Tue Wiurte Housg, Mareh 29, 1912.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I desire to inquire what
the message relates to.

The SPEAKER. It relates to establishing a training ground
in Alabama.

Mr. UNDERWOOD.
Committee, did it not?

The SPEAKER. The Chair so understands,

Mr. UNDERWOOD. I move, Mr. Speaker, that the veto mes-
gage, with accompanying papers, be referred to the Committee
on Military Affairs.

The motion was agreed fo.

VETO MESSAGE—BURNT TIMBER ON THE PUBLIC LANDS (H. DOC.
NO. 656).

The SPEAKER also laid before the House the following mes-
sage from the President of the United States, which was read:
To the House of Representatives:

I return herewith H. R. 9845 without approval. My objec-
tions to the bill are stated in the communication of the Secre-
tary of the Interior that accompanies this message. I hope that
the difficulty which the Secretary points out may be remedied,
because I approve of the general relief sought by the bill

Wa, H. Tarr,

I believe it came from the Military

Tae WaHITE HoUSE, March 29, 1912.

The SPEAKER. That bill came from the Committee on the
Public Lands.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mr. Speaker, I move that the veto mes-
sage and accompanying papers be referred to the Committee on
the Public Lands.

The motion was agreed to.

ADJOURNMENT.

Mr. UNDERWOOD. Mry. Speaker, I move that the House do
now adjourn.

The motion was agreed to; accordingly (at b o'clock and 13
minutes p. m.) the House adjourned until to-morrow, Saturday,
March 30, 1912, at 12 o’clock noon.

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS,

Under clause 2 of Rule XXIV, executive communications were
taken from the Speaker's table and referred as follows:

1. A letter from the Secretary of War, withdrawing estimate
of un appropriation for the construction of a breakwater at the
Army supply depot, Fort Mason, Cal. (H. Doc. No. 652); to
the Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

2. A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, rec-
ommending an amendment to the estimate of appropriation for
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general expenses, Lighthouse Service, for the fiscal year 1013
(H. Doc. No. 653); to the Committee on Appropriations and
ordered to be printed.

8. A letter from the Secretary of Commerce and Labor, trans-
mitting communication from Commissioner of Immigration and
Naturalization, relative to the construction of an immigration
exposition building at the city of St. Louis, Mo. (H. Doc. No.
654) ; to the Committee on Public Buildings and Grounds and
ordered to be printed.

4. A letter from the Acting Secretary of the Treasury, trans-
mitting copy of a communication from the Secretary of Agri-
enlture submitting estimate of an urgent deficiency appropria-
tion required for the Burean of Soils (H. Doc. No. 655) ; to the
Committee on Appropriations and ordered to be printed.

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON PUBLIC BILLS AND
* RESOLUTIONS.

TUnder clause 2 of Rule XIII, bills and resolutions were sev-
erally reported from committees, delivered to the Clerk, and
referred to the several calendars therein named, as follows:

Afr. SIMS, from the Committee on Interstate and Foreign
Commerce, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 13078) to
abolish the Commerce Court, and for other purposes, reported
the same with amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 472),
which said bill and report were referred to the Committee of
the Whole House on the state of the Union.

Ay, FLOOD of Virginia, from the Committee on the Terri-
tories, to which was referred the bill (H. R. 18033) to modify
and amend the mining laws in their application to the Territory
of Alaska, and for other purposes, reported the same with
amendment, accompanied by a report (No. 475), which said bill
and report were referred to the.Committee of the Whole House
on the state of the Union.

PUBLIC BILLS, RESOLUTIONS, AND MEMORIALS,

Under clause 3 of Rule XXII, bills, resolutions, and memorials
were introduced and severally referred as follows:

By Mr. COX of Ohio: A bill (H. R. 22579) to distribute the
surplus in the Treasury of the United States to the several
States, Territories, and the District of Columbia for the sole
purpose of improving the roads therein; to the Committee on
Ways and Means. .

By Mr. McMIORRAN: A bill (H. R, 22580) to authorize the
change of the names of the steamers Syracuse and Bosion; to
the Committee on the Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. SHACKLEFORD : A bill (H. R. 22581) providing that
the United States shall in certain cases make compensation for
the use of highways for carrying free rural-delivery mail; to
the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. RAKER: A bill (H. R. 22582) to amend section 2 of
an act to authorize the President of the United States to make
withdrawals of public lands in certain cases, approved June
25, 1910; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. WHITHE: A bill (H. R. 22583) to distribute the sur-
plus in the Treasury of the United States to the several States,
Territories, and the District of Columbia for the sole purpose
of improving the roads therein; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

By Mr. NEELEY : A bill (H. R. 22584) for the erection of a
public building at Larned, Kans.; to the Committee on Public
Buildings and Grounds.

Also, a bill (H. R. 22585) to distribute the surplus in the
Treasury of the United States to the several States, Territories,
and the Distriet of Columbia for the purpose of improving the
roads therein; to the Committee on the Post Office and Post
Roads.

By Mr. MORRISON: A bill (H. R. 22586) to amend section
55 of “An act to amend and consolidate the acts respecting
copyright,” approved March 4, 1909; to the Committee on
Patents.

By Mr. RIORDAN: A bill (H. R. 22587) for the relief of
cortain retired officers of the Navy and Marine Corps; to the
Committee on Naval Affairs. !

By Mr. CURLEY: A bill (H. R. 22588) to amend an act to
regulate the immigration of aliens into the United States, be-
ing chapter 1134 of the laws of 1907, as amended by chapter
128 of the laws of 1910; to the Committee on Tmmigration and
Naturalization.

By Mr. SULZER: A bill (H. R. 22589) to provide for the ac-
quisition of premises for the diplomatic establishments of the
United States at the City of Mexico, Mexico; Tokyo, Japan; and
Berne, Switzerland; and for the consular establishment of the
United States at Hankow, China; to the Committee on ¥Foreign
Affairs. :

By Mr. LINDBERGH (by request) : A bill (H. R. 22500) for
the civilization and relief of the White Oak Point Band of
Chippewa Indians in Minnesota, and for other purposes; to the
Committee on Indian Affairs.

By Mr. CLAYTON: A bill (H. R. 22591) to amend an act
entitled “An act to codify, revise, and amend the laws relating
to the judiciary,” approved March 3, 1011 ; to the Committee on
the Judiciary.

By Mr. GOEEKE: A bill (H. R. 22592) providing that the
United States ghall in certain ecases make compensation for the
use of certain public roads of the States for the purpose of
transporting free rural delivery mails; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. ADAMSON: A bill (H. R. 22503) to amend an act
entttled “An act to regulate commerce,” approved February 4,
1887, and all acts amendatory thereof, by providing for physical
valuation of the property of carriers subject thereto and secur-
ing information concerning their stocks and bonds and boards
of directors; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. LEE of Pennsylvania: A bill (H. R. 225984) permit-
ting the State of Pennsylvania to place a bronze tablet in the
corridor of the National Capitol at Washington to the memory
of the 530 Pennsylvania soldiers who reached Washington on the
18th day of April, 1861, for the defense of the National Capitol;
to the Committee on the Library.

By Mr. JAMES: A bill (H. R. 22595) aunthorizing the appoint-
ment of an additional clerk of the District Court for the Western
District of Kentucky ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BATES: A bill (H. R. 22596) requiring double post-
age on certain mail matter forwarded on which suflicient post-
age is not prepaid; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads.

By Mr. RAKER: Joint resolution (H. J. Res. 284) for the
appointment of a commission fo investigate the advisability and
necessity of obtaining redwood timber lands for the purpose of
establishing the Redwood National Park in the redwoods, Hum-
holdt County, Cal.; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. SIMMONS: Memorial from the State of New York,
favoring H. R. 36, H. R. 4428, and 8. 2367, protecting migratory
game birds; to the Committee on Agricnlture.

By Mr. LINDSAY: Memorial from the State of New York,
favoring H. R. 36, H. R. 4428, and 8. 2367, protecting migratory
game birds; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. GOLDFOGLE: Memorial from the State of New York,
favoring H. R. 36, H. R. 4428, and 8. 2367, protecting migratory
game birds; to the Committee on Agriculture. :

By Mr. DRAPER: Memorial from the State of New York,
favoring H. R. 36, H. R. 4428, and 8. 2367, protecting migratory
game birds; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. PATTEN of New York: Memorial of the Senate of
fhe State of New York, favoring legislation for the protection
of migratory game birds; to the Committee on Agriculture.

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, private bills and resolutions
were introduced and severally referred as follows: :

By Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota: A bill (H. R, 22537)
granting a pension to Godfrey J. Andrist; to the Committee on
Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BURGESS: A bill (H. R. 22598) for the relief of
A. J. Hodges, T. W. Hodges, and C. C. Hodges; to the Committee
on Claims. .

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: A bill (H. R. 22599 granting
an increase of pension to Edward 8. Bragg; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions. .

By Mr. CLAYPOOL: A bill (H. R. 22600) granting an in-
crease of pension to Isaac Baker; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Algo, a bill (H. R. 22601) granting an increase of pension to
Jeremiah L. Hayes; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 22602) granting an increase of pension to
Kenton Core; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DAUGHERTY : A bill (H. R. 22603) granting a pen-
sion to James M. Robinson; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 220604) granting an increase of pension to
Willinm Lapher; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. DE FOREST: A bill (H. 1t 22605) granting a pen-
sion to Daniel Lawlor; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. ESTOPINAL: A bill (H. R. 22606) for the relief of
John H., Howlett; to the Committee on Military Affairs,

By Mr. FIELDS: A bill (H. I&. 22607) for the relief of Town-
ley H. Bellomy; to the Commlittee on Military Affairs.
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Also, a bill (H. R. 22608) for the relief of William G. Ander-
son; to the Committee on War Claims.

Also, a bill (H. R. 22609) for the relief of John Moore; to
the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. FLOOD of Virginia: A bill (H. R. 22610) granting a
pension to R. Henry Catlett; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 22611) for the relief of J. Terry Diilard;
to the Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. GOEKE: A bill (H. R. 22612) to remove the charge
of desertion from the record of William Urton; to the Commit-
tee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. GUDGER: A bill (H. R. 22613) granting a pension
to Martin Dalgetty; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. HOWELL: A bill (H. R. 22614) for the relief of
Daniel M, Frost; to the Committee on the Public Lands.

By Mr. LITTLEPAGE : A bill (H. R. 22615) for the relief of
the legal representatives of Thomas Eaglston, deceased; to the
Committee on War Claims.

By Mr. McGUIRE of Oklahoma: A bill (H. R. 22616) grant-
ing an inecrease of pension to David Miller; to the Committee
on Invalid Pensions.

Alsgo, a bill (H. R. 22617) granting an increase of pension to
George 8. Stevens; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions,

Also, a bill (H. R. 22618) providing for payment to N. E.
Saylor for property destroyed by fire started by students of
the Chilocco Indian School; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MADDEN: A bill (H. R. 22619) for the relief of the
Chicago & Alton Railroad Co.; to the Committee on Claims.

By Mr. MORRISON: A bill (H. RR. 22620) granting an in-
crease of pension to Noah E. Wingate; to the Committee on
Pensions.

By Mr. NEELEY : A bill (H. R. 22621) granting a pension to
Rhoda Ann Evans; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 22622) granting an increase of pension to
William Tipton; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 22623) granting an increase of pension
to Benjamin A. Cox; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. RR. 22624) granting an increase of pension to
Benjamin Butler, alias Benjamin Bulison; to the Committee on
Invalld Pensions,

By Mr. PADGETT: A bill (H. R. 22625) for the relief of
the Christian Church, Columbia, Tenn.; to the Committee on
War Claims.

By Mr. ROBERTS of Massachusetts: A bill (H. R. 22626)
for the relief of Passed Asst. Surg. Paul Tonnel Dessez, United
States Navy; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. RUSSELL: A bill (H. R. 22627) granting an increase
of pension to Lewis F. Branson; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr, SELLS: A bill (H. R. 22628) granting an increase of
pension to John 8. Humphreys; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions,

By Mr. SHACKLEFORD: A bill (H. R. 22629) granting a
pension to Willilam P. Reed; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 22630) granting an increase of pension to
Isanc Bashore; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. SIMMONS: A bill (H. R. 22631) granting a pension
to Louisa Margaret Brown; to the Committee on Pensions.

By Mr. SPEER: A bill (H. R. 22632) granting an increase of
pension to Charles H. Stamm; to the Committee on Invalid
Pensions.

Also, a bill (H. R. 22633) granting an increase of pension to
Irene M. Gary; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. STONE: A bill (H. R. 22634) granting an increase of
plension to Michael Rafter; to the Committee on Invalid Pen-
sions.

Also, a bill.(H. R. 22635) to correct the military record of
John A. Rollo; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

PETITIONS, ETC.

Under clause 1 of Rule XXII, petitions and papers were laid
on the Clerk's desk and referred as follows:

By the SPEAKER (by request) : Memorial of the Central
Labor Union, Portsmouth, N. IL, protesting against abolition or
curtailment of navy yard at Portsmouth, N. H,; protest against
the employment of the enlisted men on the various Government
vessels in Portsmouth Harbor in the performance of work
which by right devolves upon civilian employees at the yard:
petition that Congress defeat proposition to dispose of navy
yards on Atlantic seaboard; petition that Members of Congress
use utmost influence to stop use of naval men to exclusion of
private citizens; petition that Secretary of Navy be urged to
carry into effect laws already passed and to expend sums al-

ready appropriated for improvements at Portsmouth Navy
Yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Minnesota : Papers to accompany bill
for the relief of Godfrey J. Andrist; to the Committee on Inva-
lid Pensions. :

Also, petition of Matt T. Duerre and 16 others, of Plainview,
Minn., against extension of parcel-post system; to the Commit-
tee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. ANDERSON of Ohio: Papers to accompany House bill
8264 ; to the Committee on Military Affairs.

By Mr. ASHBROOK : Memorial of Grange No. 1268, Patrons
of Husbandry, for parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Charles Smith and 17 other citizens of New-
ark, Ohlo, protesting against enactment of interstate-commerce
liquor legislation; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. BATES: Petition of Brotherhood of Railway Train-
men, No. 435, of Albion, Pa., for enactment of House bill
20487 ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petitions of Erie City Iron Works and Lovell Manu-
facturing Co., of Erie, Pa., protesting against House bill 21100;
to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Ackerman Bros., of Titusville, Pa., for en-
actment of House bill 20595, amending the copyright act of
1909 ; to the Committee on Patents.

Also, petitions of Granges Nos, 110, 423, 880, 168, and 1471,
Patrons of Husbandry, for enactment of House bill 19133, pro-
viding for a governmental system of postal express; to the Com-
mittee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. BURKE of Wisconsin: Papers (affidavit) in support
of bill granting an increase of pension to Edward S. Bragg; to
the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. BYRNES of South Carolina : Petitions of churches and
Woman's Christiann Temperance Unions in the State of South
Carolina, for passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liguor
bill; to the Commitiee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DAUGHERTY : Petition of L. W. Nickle, of Butter-
field, Mo., and sundry other citizens of Barry County, favoring
Sulzer parcel-post bill (H. R. 14) ; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of J. M. Hill and 24 other citizens of Jasper
County, Mo., favoring speedy passage of Kenyon-Sheppard in-
terstate liquor bill ; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. DRAPER : Petition of the Business Men's Association
of Elmira, N. Y., for 1-cent letter postage; to the Committee on
the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of citizens of Troy, N. Y., for construction of
one battleship in a Government navy yard; fo the Committee on
Naval Affairs.

By Mr. DANIEL A. DRISCOLL: Memorial of New York
State Senate, for protection of migratory game birds; to the
Committee on Agriculture. p

By Mr. FRANCIS: Petition of W. G. McClain and 12 other
citizens of Bellaire, Ohio, favoring the speedy passage of the
Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor shipment bill; to the Com-
mittee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. FULLER: Petition of Barber-Colman Co., of Rock-
ford, I1l, in opposition to the passage of the Clayton bill, relat-
ing to contempt of court; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of United Trades and Labor Council of Streator,
111., in favor of the passage of Senate bill 1162 and House bills
5970 and 11032, and also favoring the adoption of the Buchanan
resolution (H. Res. 396), to provide for an investigation of un-
employment and cause thereof in certain industrial States, ete.;
to the Committee on Rules.

Also, petition of Woman's Foreign Missionary Society of
Mazon, Ill., against the repeal of the anticanteen law; to the
Committee on Military Affairs.

Also, petition of Walter H. Hill, of Belvidere, and Chancy
Cooper, of De Kalb, T1l., for parcel-post legislation; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, papers to accompany bill for the relief of Clarence Me-
Bratney (H. R. 5725) ; to the Committee on Invalid Pensions.

By Mr. GOLDFOGLE: Memorial of the Brooklyn Leagie,
urging that one battleship be constructed at the Brooklyn Navy
Yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs,

Also, petitions of 8. M. Flickinger Co., of Buffalo, N. Y., and
Thurston & Kingsbury, of Bangor, Me., for enactment of Honse
bill 4667; to the Committee on Inferstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

Also, memorial of the National Association of Manufacturers
of Medicinal Produets, against House bill 14060 ; to the Commit-
tee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce.

By Mr. HANNA : Petition of Bert Leopold and 155 other citi-
zens of Medina and vieinity, N. Dak., urging the passage of the
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Sulzer parcel-post bill (H. R, 14) ; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of B. Grau and 19 other voters of North Dakota,
opposing parcel post; to the Committee on the Post Office and
Post Roads. :

Also, memorial of E. A. Stillman, of South Dakota, asking
reduction of tax on sugar; to the Committee on Ways and
Means.

Also, petition of 8. Hitchcock and 40 other citizens of the city
of Hope, N. Dak., and the Woman’s Christian Temperance Union
of that place, asking the speedy passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard
interstate liguor-shipment bill (S. 4043 and H. R. 16214) ; to the
Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. HAYES: Petitions of numerous citizens of the State
of California, in favor of parcel-post legislation; to the Com-
mittee on the Post Office and Post Roads.

Also, petition of Merchants' Association of San Jose, Cal.,
opposing parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

Also, petitions of residents of San Francisco, Cal., for enact-
ment of House bill 20595, amending the copyright act of 1909;
to the Committee on Patents.

Also, memorials of Merchants’ Association of Napa; Mer-
chants’ Association of San Diego; Yreka Improvement Club, of
Yreka:; Aurelia 8. Harwood ; Pasadena Board of Trade; Sausa-
lito Promotion and Improvement Club; Board of Trade of
Delano; Ferndale Chamber of Commerce; Sierra Madre Board
of Trade; Niles Chamber of Commerce; Stockton Merchants®
Assoclation; Eldorado County (Placerville) Board of Trade;
Los Angeles Chamber of Commerce; Alameda Chamber of Com-
merce; G. Frederick Schwarz; Merced County (Merced) Cham-
ber of Commerce; Alfred Braverman, Fresno; James B. Bullitt,
San Jose; Santa Clara Commercial League; Osgood Putnam,
San Francisco; Merchants’ Association of Fresno; Ernest A.
Mott, San Francisco; Chamber of Commerce, Pittsburg; Edward
T, Delger, San Francisco; Weinstock, Lubin & Co., Sacramento ;
Hon. William C. Clarke, Oakland; and Clinton C. Clarke, Alta-
dena, all in the State of California, in favor of appropriation for
improvement of the Yosemite Valley; to the Committee on
"Appropriations.

By Mr. HIGGINS: Petition of Sarah Williams Danielson
Chapter, Daughters of the American Revolution, of Killingly,
Conn., in favor of House bill 19641 ; to the Committee on Appro-
priations. \ ;

By Mr. HOWELL: Petitions of citizens of Brigham, Logan,
and Ogden, Utah, for enactment of House bill 20595, amending
the copyright act of 1909 ; to the Committee on Patents.

Also, petition of the Salt Lake Federation of Labor, protest-
ing against Senate bill 3175; to the Committee on Immigration
and Natuoralization.

By Mr. HUGHES of New Jersey: Petition of the Methodist
Episcopal Church of East Rutherford, N. J.,, for enactment of
the Kenyon-Sheppard interstate liquor bill; to the Committee
on the Judiciary.

By Mr. LINDBERGH : Petitions of citizens of the State of
Minnesota, in regard to oleomargarine legislation; to the Com-
mittee on Agriculture.

Also, petition of citizens of Litchfield, Minn., for enactment
of House bill 20595, amending the copyright act of 1909; to the
Committes on Patents,

Also, petitions of citizens of the State of Wisconsin, protest-
ing against parcel-post legislation; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads. !

Also, petition of Group No. 972, of the Polish National Alli-
ance, against restrictive immigration legislation ; to the Commit-
tee on Immigration and Naturalization.

Also, petition of citizens of Royalton, Minn., for old-age pen-
sions; to the Committee on Pensions.

Also, petitions of Catholic societies in the State of Minnesota,
in regard to measures relating to Catholic Indian mission in-
terests; to the Committee on Indian Affairs,

By Mr. LINDSAY: Petition of T. M. Osborn, of Auburn,
N. Y., for passage of the Philippine independence bill; to the
Committee on Insular Affairs.

By Mr. McCOY : Petition of First Congregational Church of
East Orange, N. J., for passage of the Kenyon-Sheppard inter-
state liguor bill; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

By Mr. MAHER: Memorial of the Maritime Exchange of
New York City, indorsing the action of Congress with respect
to the battleship Afaine; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, memorials of the New York State Senate and the Brook-
1yn League, for construction of one battleship in the Brooklyn
Navy Yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

Also, memorial of the New York State Senate, for protection
of migratory game birds; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, memorial of the board of directors of the Maritime
Association of the Port of New York, for establishment of ma-
rine schools; to the Committee on the Merchant Marine and
Fisheries.

Also, petition of the Business Men's Association of Elmira,
N. Y., for 1-cent letter postage; to the Committee on the Post
Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. OLMSTED: Memorials of Heidleburg Grange, Leb-
anon County, Pa.; Halifax Grange, No. 1343, Dauphin County,
Pa.; and East Hanover Grange, No. 1435, Patrons of Hus-
bandry, favoring governmental system of postal express (H.R.
19133) ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce,

By Mr. PATTEN of New York: Memorial of the board of di-
rectors of the Maritime Association of the Port of New York,
for establishment of marine schools; to the Committee on the
Merchant Marine and Fisheries.

By Mr. RAKER: Memorial of California State Retail Hard-
ware Association, favoring Senate bill 4308 and House bill
17736, duplicates, for 1-cent postage on letters; to the Committee
on the Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr. STERLING : Petition of citizens of Lincoln, Ill., for
construction of one battleship in a Government navy yard; to
the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. SULZER : Petition of Cigar Makers' Joint Unions of
Greater New York, for enactment of House bill 17253; to the
Committee on Ways and Means.

Also, petition of William G. Wagner, of New York City, for
enactment of the Lever oleomargarine bill; to the Committee
on Agriculture,

Also, memorial of the New York State Senate, for protection
of migratory game birds; to the Committee on Agriculture.

Also, memorial of the American Anti-Trust League, asking
that the Federal arbitration act be extended to the coal indus-
try; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of the Trow Directory, Printing & Book-
binding Co., for reduction in the rate of letter postage; to the
Committee on the Post Office and Post RRoads.

Also, memorials of Thomas J. Carroll, president of Allied
Printing Trades Council, and Samuel Rosenthal, president of
the Technical Press, New York, urging immediate action on the
Lever oleomargarine bill; to the Committee on Agriculture.

By Mr. TILSON: Memorials of Somers Grange, No. 105,
Somers, Conn.; Plainville Grange, No. 54, Patrons of Hus-
bandry ; Housatonic Valley Pomona Grange, No. 10; Frank A.
Jordan and others, Quinebaugh, Conn., favoring prompt and
present action on general parcel post; to the Committee on the
Post Office and Post Roads.

By Mr., TUTTLE: Petitions of the Singleton Silk Co., of
Dover; the Liondale Bleach, Dye & Print Works (Inec.); and
the Rockaway Rolling Mill, of Rockaway, N. J., protesting
against House bill 21100; to the Committee on the Judiciary.

Also, petition of Elizabeth (N. J.) Typographical Union, No.
150, for construction of one battleship in a Government navy
yard; to the Committee on Naval Affairs.

By Mr. UTTER: Petition of the Methodist Episcopal Church
of Bast Greenwich, R. I., favoring the passage of the Kenyon-
Sheppard bill ; to the Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com-
merce.

By Mr. WILLIS: Papers to accompany House bill 22576,
granting a pension to Benjamin F. Wright; to the Committee
on Pensions.

HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES.
. Saturpay, March 30, 1912.

The House met at 12 o'clock noon.

The Chaplain, Rev. Henry N. Couden, D. D., offered the fol-
lowing prayer: .

Father in heaven, increase our loving kindness that our hearts
may expand and our sympathies go out in brotherly love to all
mankind. We realize that the warm clasp of the hand, the
sunny smile, the cheering word is exsy if love is spontaneous
and brings great reward, but if the heart is frigid the effort
ig hard and the returns meager. Increase, therefore, our loving
kindness that we may be rich in the things which make for
righteousness, peace, and good will, and Thine be the praise
forever. Amen.

The Journal of the proceedings of yesterday was read and
approved.

COMMITTEE ON PUBLIC BUILDINGS AND GROUNDS.

Mr. BURNETT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unanimous consent for
the present consideration of the resolution which I send to the
desk.
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